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ABSTRACT ' 

A model that is .designed to measure ana provide early 
understanding of the principle factors governing state support of 
public higher education and which is based on M- M- Chamber 1 s annual 
data on state higher education appropriations is described* Design 
principles of the model are identified- The model consists of seven 
independent "factors, four dependent factors, and a final output 
measure of financial support- Four factors are classified as 
nohva^riable and collectively labeled "inputs;" three are adjustable 
byjlpgislative action and labeled ^financial process factors-" The 
",tfutput n measure equals t'he c inputs multiplied by the process factors. 
In brief, the model derives state and local government appropriations 
by the fiscal actions of taxing effort and allocation applied to the 
state 1 s inherent tax wealth or capacity* The student load is derived 
by application of a college attendance ratio to state high school 
graduates, and enrollments are adjusted by a system cost index- The 
final- output measure of estimated appropriations and tuition poyendes 
per student adjusted -for t load represents a comparable overall support 
level for public highef educatioiOTprovided by state ^residents* The 
input* factors of tax capacity, hiffc schobl graduates, college 
attendance ratio,s and system are,, relatively stabie, while the process 
factors of «jtax effort, allocation, and tuition factor can be altered 
by legislative action- These measurements are described in detail and 
reported in two tables: collectively by state in alphabetical, order, 
dnd independently by state rank* order. The eight elementsof raw data 
with source information also are presented- Additionally,, general 



| observations it promote understanding bf the overall ox macro role o£ 
\£t*ate governments and citizens in financing public higher education 
e considered. (SH) 
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HOW STATES COMPARE IN FINANCIAL SUPPORT OF HIGHER EDUCATION 1981-82 



, • . D. Kent Halstead 

State and local governments spend over $24/ bill ion a year to. operate their', 
public colleges and universities. This massive amoufl't — the largest support 
for higher -education from any single source — is committed as often by histori- 
cal precedent as by iflmedyate assessment.. Educators -and legislators must 
establish budgets without the" benefft of information that conveys real under- 
standing 'of the factors involved and tha^ provides benchmarks to gauge, and 
evaluate-present or proposed support levels. .Generally, what data they have 
is incomplete, improperly formatted, and put of 'date, and is thus of little 
real value in jrurr^nt decisionmaking., 

This situation is improving as the result of a series pf new studies and 
computer services that provide carefully selected and wel 1 -organ i zed finance 
data. J/ However, the derail that makes these studies sq valuable also requires 
data collection and editing of such duratipn as "to virtuaMy preclude report- 
ing" immediate conditions. For example, the Higher Education General Informa- 
tion Survey (HEGIS) final data tape on financial statistics is available from 
the Nat ionaUCenter for Education Statistics T6 months/after completion of the 
reported fiscal year. There is, however, one exception to.the tard.y .data rule. 
Each fall,»M.M. Chambers -col lects and publ i shes * the current year's state appro- 
priations for higher education. 2/ ' . 1/1 

X V 

The t l imely availability of the Chambers data has prompted this study which 
provides a related, model and supporting feia'ta for anajisjs of state support 
of higher education Tor use \n the current year's decisionmaking. The model 



1/ See," for example, Nathan Q ickmeyer, ^Comparat ive Financial Statistics for 
Community and Junior Colleges , National'Association of College and University 
Busihefss Officers, Washington, D.C. , ?980; Howard Bowen end John Minter, Inde- 
pendent Higher Educationr 'Fifth Annual Report on Financial and Educational 
Trends , National Association of Independent Colleges and .Univers i t ies, 
Washington, D.C-, 1 980; and Marilyn McCoy and^Kent Halstead, Financing Higher 
Education in, the Fifty States , National Institute of Education, Washington, 
D.C. , a©d National Center for Higher Education Management Systems, Boulder, 
Colorado,- 1982. /'J 

2/ M.M. Chambers, Appropr iations 'of State Tax, Funds for Operating Expenses of 
Higher Educa»t ion National Association of State Universities and Land-Grant 
Col leges, .Washington, D.C. • 

>3/ This 1982: study continues development of models for early analysis of the 
Chambers 1 data b.egun in 1976. See Malcolm G. Scully,* "State Support of v 6oil- 
Jeges: A New Way to Analyze It," The Chronicle of Hjgher, Education , Mar.cl? ~ 
1976, pp! 4-7V »and Appendix C, "State'and Local Appropriations in Fiscal % 
Year 1*978 — A Limited Analysis, " in Marilyn McCoy and Kent 'Halstead, Financing 
Higher EjjucafefSn in the Fifty States , National Institute of Education, 
Washington, D.C. f .1979. , . " 



,'conslsts of state rankings for '1 5 ;measu Cement's that, together, represent the - 
principal state conditions and financial actions underlying and governing the 
eventual appropriation level achieved, as reported by Chambers. Selected data 
from the jnodel are intended to be published in the Chronicle of Higher Education 
shortly after the fall release^of the-Ghambers ( study. Analyst and interpretation 
of the data i,s a state responsibility. > * 

This paper, which .available through the Educational Resources Information 
Center V, explains the design of. 'the model and the analyses intended, elaborates 
on the- measurement definitions, reports, data for 3 years* and "presents a limited 
macro analysis. ' 

Design Gu idel ines and Model' Description 



The model is intended to measure the principal factors governing state ^ 
support of public"' higher, education, 'to report how these factors interrelate and 
their relative importance and susceptibility to change, andpthough interstate 
comparisons, -to identify benchmarks for performance -appra i'sal . While the individ- 
ual measurements are accurate, the analysis in total, focused at the state level,' 
lacks the refinement of institutional detail necessary for an authoritative study. 
The model should therefore be used only as an early guide to current state f mane-, 
'"ing and should be followed by more rigorous and comprehensive>anal ys is. 

Six guidelines were followed in, designing the-model: 

1. 'Because Chambers' data base is .aggregate in nature,, the . * 
model must have a state-level, focus but should include' " 
adjustments to account for differences among states in. / 

mix of enrollments by institutionaltype, which affects * 

overall costs and 'funding requirements. . . ' 

\ t ■ . * • • 

2. To permit t-imely interpretation of the Chambers data, , ' * % c «-> m 
the model must be presented nearly concurrently with " . ; 
the fal Tpubl ication of the Chambers report. This can 

be done only if the supporting dataware from the e ' 4 

previous year. (Durrng periods of relative stability- . # %0 

and uniform change among stages, this inconsistency in ^ 

data reporting periods results in only minor differences^ ' e 

in state position compared to positions established using * , 

concurrent dataj^ This variation ,i s 'deemed of secondary 

importance to the need for, prompt analysis.) : - < < -\ s ; 



3. To permit early release of the modef, the number of * 
independent factors requiring supporting data must be 
1 imited, without Jeopardizing model validity. 

k. -To show the interrelationships'and relat'rve contribution 
of each factor to the support level achieved, the factors 
should be combined by formula. > * 5? ' , ^ • . 



; 1 *• 



V Ayaftlabb « n microfiche ($1:11) or ha^dco^y, k\ pp. ($5- 1*0 from the ERIC 
Documeift- Reproduction Service, P.O. Box 190, Arlington,' Virginia 22210, ^ , 
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5.' To facilitate interstate 9 comparisons,^ al Y factors should be 
i dent i fifed by ordering data according to state rank and by 
indexing each factor (relative to th'e U.S. average equal to 
100. 

6,, To assist legislators in locating where corrective action 
is mQst feasible, factors should be identified as variable 
" or nonvar-Fabl e accordingto the relative ease or'-diff iculty 
of state adjustment. % * 



Application of these guidelines has resulted in a model of seven indepen- 
dent factors (three largely exogenous 'to, the higher education system) and 
ight derived or dependent^ factors^, i ncl ud i ng a final^UJPUT measure of 1 
inancial support. Four of the independent factors are Classified as non- 
Jariable and are col 1 ect ivel'y labeled INPUTS,;; three are adjustable, by legist 
lative action and are labeled financial PROCESS factors. The OUTPUT measure 
jquals the INPUTS multiplied by the PROCESS factors. The factors combine in 
she formula as follows. J a * . * 



Student Enrollment (ENROL) 

A 2 



Resident Student College * System 

Source C#l) x Attendance Ratio (#2) x Cost Index (#3) 
' , ** 

Tax Revenues (TAX) 

*/rt 1 * 

jj Tax / .Tax Allocation to Public 

Cbpacity (#k) x / Effort ' (#5) x Higher Education (#6) 



ENROL 

State and Local 
Appropr iat ions 
Per Student (APP) x 



Tuit fon 
Factor (#7) 



- ' K 00 



Student Enrol Iment 
Adjusted (ENROL ADJ> 



, State and Local 
Appropr i at ions * h 
per Student (APP)* 

Es£ imated Tu i t ion 
per Student 
(TUITION)* 



, ^ Acjj 

Independent factors are numbered; dependent factors are short t.ftled. 
#4(#1 x #2 x #3) = INPUT'S 



TUITION = 
Adj 



TPUT 



t^ 



85 



•IN? UT 



x #6 x #7 = PROCESS ■ 



S x PR0CES5 = OUTPUT 



*A*P|P and TUITION are reported in actual dollars per student and dollars" per, 
Student adjusted for financial load unrelated to student count using the 
rejek/ant components of the -System Cost Index. 




In brief, the model explains state and local government appropriations by 
applying the, fiscal actions of taxing effort and allocation to the state's 
inherent tax wealth oir capacity. Student enrollment is cieriyed by applying' a 
college attendance ratio to state high school .graduates and then adjusting by 
, a "system cost index" to derive a me'asufe of financial load that considers 
institutional funding requirements generally unrelated to student*count , An 
estimation of tuition per student is deciyed from the -hlstof idal ratio (tjuitjon 
factor) of t^JtJon to appropriations.* « ' 

The final OUTPUT measure of estimated apppopriat ions and tuition revenues 
per student adjusted for load represents a comparabTe^/: overa 1 1 support l evel 
for public higher education provided by state, residents % The INPUT factors of 

* tax capacity , .h.ig& school graduates, col lege attendance ratio., and system, cost 
are relatively stable, and they establish the.b^sic economic and organizational 
conditions within tlrS' /State -under which the public higher educatfon system must 
operate. The PROCKs, factors of tax effort, allocation, and* tuftion fagtor, in 
contrast, can hre al\;efeed by legislati-ve action and constitute the financial' 
means for yearly adjustment of state funding levels. • v 

I • , '4 • 1 " \ t •« - - 

i y Application of the formula to basic data on each of the states^ results frf 
the -seven factors' in state support of higher educat ion a repor\ed in tables 1", 2,'* 
arid 3 (pages 17-2], 22-23\ and 2k respectively). Tabhe 1 presents the factors 
independently by state rrfcrank order for fiscal year 1982; table 2 presents ' % * 
„tfhe factors coll-ecti vely by state in alphabetical order; table 3 presents "5 
the 1982 basic data 00, which the measurements are qalculated. Table's ^atfd.. r 

• k present the factors in state alphabetical order and the basic supporting j J. 
, <Uta fpr fiscal ye^s 198G-,' 198l,,and 1 9.82 . These data provide opfJortunl + % 

j f6r limited trend analysis/ * 

/ Measurement Def/fni tions '\ ' : 

✓ *i * * * . ■ , 

#,1*-RESID£NT STUCTENT SOURCE (Public and nonpublic high school completions pe-r 
1,000 population.) (B/aK ^ % ' ■ 

' ' , ' % ' 

A state's high school ^graduates are the primary source of .entering freshmen „ 
at public institutions! in ^tate and therefore, th^ best .s ingle st^ftijig base 
foryderiving total enrollments.' * 

. #2,--O0LL"EGE ATTENDANCE J^AT 1 0 (Full-time equivalent enrollment, in public institu- 
tions of higher**educat ion pel: ftlgh school graduate.) (C/B) 



5/ Comparability would be. further inipteved by correcting fbr geographical . % 
differences* in the prices colleges and universities pay fo'r goods and services. 
Suclr ah index, .currently nQt avai 1 able, discussed" as ; a note at'the end of 
this paper, .* " * , ' V . t * t ' . , 



Letters* A through H designate the ei^h.t ?el events o£ 
freginning^on page 1 In and presented in tftfd 3 



basic data described 

i' 



. p. 



, . .v 
;\ .y\ : ' 



'. > 



The college attendance ratio essential.ly measures the degree to which a stSte 
provides. attracti ve public higher education oppcttun i t i es to both resident and 
nonresident students,* relative to its high school graduates. The index' 
represents the net effect of the! entrance rate of high school graduates into 
♦ state institutions', in-migration of out-of-state students, the retention of 
■ .students in college, and the degree to which* students are enrolled part-time 
"J as opposed to full-time. The-entrance of high school graduates further reflects 
their preparedness for coWege, the financial and geographical accessibility of 
sui tabl e^ col 1 ege programs, and student, parental, and community disposition 
v toward attendant at state institutions. • 
' \ ' 

ENROL— STUDENT ENROLLMENT (Full-time equivalent enrol Iment 'i n public institutions 
' r\ of higher education per 1,000 population .) (#1 x #2) 

• ■ Student enrollment is an approximate load measure for placing revenues^nd 
expenditures on a per user basis. The financing requi red for institutional 
• * * operations other than instruction — such as admi n i s trat i on , <p lant operation 

and maintenance, libraries, public service, and research — ar.e only indirectly % 
4 - • proportional to the numbers of students. For uni vers i^t i'es , which emphasize 

these operations, student enrollment ^understates .the actual load. On a per ( 
\' "student basis, uaiversity programs thus appear more "cos tly . 11 , , S i nee there 

, i are differences among states in earbllment mix by type of .institution/, it is 
necessary to correct for' greater load, and hence for funding requirements, m * 
at universities comparedto larger enrollments at the less costly *t-year * ' 1 % 
and 2-year colleges* The System Cost Index performs this adjustment function. 

* . ' V 
While pubUc enrollments represent a statfe governments primary student 

• " toad, resident ^students receiving state financial aid who attend private 

or 6u$-of-state institutions al so^const i tute a load factor not counted by 
this measure. . 

#3— STATE HIGHER EDUCATION SYSTEM tOST, INDEX (Constructed state and Iscal' 

government appropriations, and tuition revenues per student which are based 
on application of pri'or^year national average dollar rates by type-of 
' institution to state enrollment mix. Expressed as an index relative t6 the 
U.S. average equal to 1.00. Separate indexes are a.lso reported for 
appropriations' 'a.nd tuition. ) (G) ; , \ 

' ' ' \ / 

The System Cost Index is. used to adjust student enrol Iment. to derive a more 
accurate taeasure of load by taking into account i nst'i tut iona^l funding re- 
quirements generally unrelated to student count (e.g.* administration, 

• * Plant operation, .reseaffch, and public service.) The various types -oft 

institutions differ in the emphas i s g i ven to these^requi rements 3 so that 
enrol lments. must be "corrected 11 to establish comparable loads. Th£ cost ' 
index recpgnizes differences in appropriations and tuitipn support require- 
ments for 10 types of i nsti tutions — research universities granting substantial 
numbers of doctorates and having sponsored research programs exceed ing $50 
million yearly; uni vers it res hav'ing .less 'than $50 m-Mlion of/sponsored 
research (both typ$s of universities further cl ass i f i ed -as ejither with or^ 
without medical dental , osteopathic, or veterinary programs)*; comprehensive 
. institutions granting graduate degrees primarily at the masters level; general 
baccal aureate ins ti tgt ions awarding most degrees at the bachelors level; 
2-year academic and comprehens i«ve *col 1 eges emphasizing associate and 
* ' certificate degrees ; p2-year occupa t i on'a 1 co 1 1 eges ; heal th professional 
colleges; and other professional and speci al ized ,i nsti tut ions ♦ . * 

O . ' ' \ 

mc . ■ ■ . 7 • 



Universities with large graduate and upper division enrollments, a large^ 
senior faculty, and an emphasis on research 'and public service have 
missions' that inherently require a high level of funding. Since the 
student count measures only a portion of >thfs- load, universities appear 
"expens i ve n to operate on a per student basis. Two-year colleges, on the- 
other hand, are much less "costly 11 per student because enrollment is a 
fairly accurate measure of load for the mission of providing instruction 
pt the lower 'division. States wi'th proportionately more students enrolled 
in universities have financial loads that are 10 to 20 percent above- the 
national average. States with proportionately more students enrolled *in 
**-year and 2-year colleges hare sys~temrctxs1:s per student that are*as much 
as 10 percent below the national average. 

The cost index reports the relative average cost per student a state would 
incur for i'ts public system if it financed enrollments at each type of 
institution by the national average appropriations and tuition rate per 
FTE student. To compute the index, a constructed financial load per 
student is first derived for each state by multiplying the^ enrol Iment at 
each type of institution within the state by the respective national 
average appropriation and tuitiog rates., summi ng,' the derived products, 
and dividing by the state's total enrollment. This constructed load 
divided by the average appropriations and tuition per student for all 
.institutions for the U.S. equals the system cost index. Separate indexes 
are developed for appropriations, tuition, and total appropr iations and 
tuition, 6? The 1978-79 enrollment mix for eash state and the national^ 
average appropriations and tuition rates per student used in index 
compilation are shown in the table on page 8 

* 





6/ In subsequent steps, appropriations Tapp) and tui tion (TUITION) are 
Teparately converted from actual dollars per FTE Student to dollars per 
adjusted FTE student using the rel evant 1 components of the System Cost 
Index. t The final OUTPUT measure* ' reports, appropriations plus tuition 
revenues adjusted by the System Cost Total Index. However,* adjusted 
appropriations plus adjusted tuition does not exactly equal the adjusted 
total dollar OUTPUT. -Th.i s is because the sum of parts -each adjusted by. 
an individual index does not exactly equal the sum of the parts (equivalent 
to the total) each adjusted by a total index. This inconsistency must 
be accommodated whe/i, more than one index of this type is employed. 



'A system cpst jndex of 120, for example, means that the state enrollment 
* pattern imposes a financial load pjer student that ,is essential ly 20 percent* 4 ' 
greateij. than that of the national average enrollment pattern.-^ Mul tlplyi ng 
> student enrollments by the systemjcost index establishes an adjusted 
student financial load th'at is based on common jiational average funding 
rates and is therefore relative to the U.S.'average and comparable state- 
to-state. Appropriations and tuition reported per adjusted student rel-ate 
dollars to a common load measure, thereby establishing compafabJe per 
student unit funding. 

ENROL ADJ — STUDENT ENROLLMENT ADJUSTED (FTE ptudents in public institutions of higher 
education adjusted 'for system costs' per 1,000 population.) (ENROL x #3) 

This is a measure of the combined enrollment and cost load imposed by a 
state's public higher education sVstem. -Financial load is reported in FTE 
✓ , students adjusted for the appropriation and tui t i on' funding . requi rements 

* associated with the enrollment mi'x by type of institution 'within »the state 
higher education system. It i's Assumed- that a state's financial require- 
ments for each type of institution are similar tO ( national average appro- 
priation and tuiti'on rates. Where this is true, thfi s measure establfshes 
interstate comparability of load/. f 



#4— TAX CAPACITY (Potential -state and local tax revenue as measured by a "repre- 



sentatU/e tax system 11 per capita.) (D/A)- 

This index measures thfe ability or. potential of stat^nd local 
to obtajn Revenues for public purposes through various kinds of 
wealth- of local residents is only one, source of tax revenues 



governments 
taxes. The 
therefore, 



this measurement is not equivalent to per* capita personal income. Tax 
capacity is measured here by a representative tax system that defines the tax 
capacity of a state and its local governments as the amount of revenue they - 
could raise (relative to other s^atfc-local governments) if , every "state-loc^l 
system appl ied identical tax rates (national averages) to the \r. respective 
tax bases. The sum of capacities for "all states equals the U.S. total tax t 
revenues collected. * i ' * 1 
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State publ-rx enrol Iment mix by. type of institution and national average 
appropriations and tuition rates per student,. 1 978- 79 . 



U.S. AVERAGE , 
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. 0 
. 0 
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. 0 
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St t Ldc Approp/^tudent $4/187 
Tuition R«venu«f /S tud en q 1.104 
Approp fi TUition/Student 5.291 



3.3X 
.0 
.0 
.0 
27.9 

3.5 
.18.5 . 
.0 . 
.0 
.0 

8.6 
. 0 
. 0 
. 0 
. 0 
.0 
.0 * 
,0 
. 0 
.0 
24.9 
.0 

.,,0 

. 0 
14.3 

.6 
. -° 

.0 
. 0 
. 0 
16.3 
26.2 
.0 
9.7 
. 0 
. 0 
. 0 
17.4 
14.8 
47. r 
12.4 
. 0 
22.6 
9.3 
19.3 
. 0 
12.6 
. «0 
.0 
.0 
* . 0 

33,383 
1.008 
.4.391 
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. 0 
. 0 
. 0 
. 0 
1 . 0 
, 0 
. 0 
. 0 
. 0 
7.8 
,0 
\ 0 
. 0 
6.9 
0 
0 
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.3 
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33.8 
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24.6 
.0 
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23.8 
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17.2 
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13.3 
40.1. 
39. 1 
33.6 
'60.6 
14.4 
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17.8 
33. 0 
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13,8 
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26.7 
24.7 
7.7 
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32.3 



29 



23 
13 
16.4 
36. I 
. 0 



4.6X 
' y.3 
' .0 
.0 
16.5 
. 0 
(6.8 
. e 
8.4 
• ^0 
. 0 



3.0 
8.0 
4.2 

. 0 
1 .7 

, .0- 
1 

7.8- 
4.»3 
6.3 
9.2 
9. I 



9 
3 
3 
3 
12 
1 



4 

7« 
1 1 

19 
\ 

4 



$2,788 $2,423 
925 690 
3,713 3*113 



?9. 
28 -I 
6.1 
. 1 
19.4 
2.6,2 
. 9.6 
. 1 .3 
34.5 
3.8 
.0 

$2,202 
732 
2.934 



•29 . 53 
22.4 
43.9 
42.6 
13.3 
58. 1 
22.5 
^0.0 
. 0 
.0 

. $3.1 
23. 1 

, 20.6 
14.5 1 
46.8 

3. 0 
18.4 
22.3 
12.9 

1 .3 
. 0 
37.2 
28.6 
28.3 
18.8 
34.5. 
24.5 

6.3 
• 8.3 
39.4 
. 0 
26.4* 

9.6 
,30.7 
12.2 

9.3 
.12.6 
23.2 
17.1 . 
21 .4 
28.2 

2.3 
. 0 
ltJ.4 
30. I 

6. 0 

4.3 
26.5 
43.4 

7.5 

4. t 
43. 1 

$1,789 
377 
2.166 



TWO-YR 
OCCUP 



3.4 
17,0 
1 .7 

.8 
1 .6 

. 0 



HEALTH 
PROF 



OTHER 
PROF 



5. 
19. 



.5 
.5 
. .0 
.2 
. 0 
19.3 
. 0 
.4 
7. 1 
14. '1 
.3 
. 0 
7.7 
6.7 
' I 1*3 
4.3 
6. I 
•1.3 
1 .3 
. 0 
.0 
12.5 

4.2 



12< 
28 < 
14. 
12, 
* 1 , 



31 



26. 0 

S..3 
. 0 
5 

3.0 
4.5 
14.2 



5. 

7, 
I I , 

3, 
23. 



0 
4 

5 
3 
0 

.0 

$2,095 
506 
2.601 




$21,631 
1,226 
22.857 



$2,550 $2,494 
871 701 
3,421 3.395 



\ 
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TAX EfFQRT (State and local government tax ^revenues collected as a percent 
of statfc and local' tax capacity.) (E/D) 

Tax. effort measures the percentage of. state and local government tax 
capacity that is* actually used. The t^x' revenues collected for all states 
equals total tax Rapacity nationwide/ Since the nationwide effort measure, 
by definition, js 100 percent, the measures for individual states indicate 
how they compare; in tax collection performance with the/ national average-. 

TAX REVENUES (State and local tax revenue col lected* per capita.) (ffk X.#5) . ; 

Cojlected tax revenues represent the wealth available to state and loca.l 
governments for public use. ^The i ndex 'essent ial ly identifies "rich" versus 
"t^or 11 states according to currept tax income. However, these designations 
must be tempered by/the* fact t-haj: some §tates have far greater social needs 
than others. -Thi s increases the competition for funding among alternative 
u % ses so that even "rich 11 states may experience scarce dollars fn financing 
cer tain* publ ic programs. Some apparently "poor" states, on the other hand,, 
m^y have less than average puolic service requi rements. so that .support doljars 
are more' readily available. Also .price differences among the states affect 
the purchasing power of government revenues. Although a "geographi ca 1 price 
index" is not currently available, its importance warrants discussion, as 
is noted at the conclusion of this paper. • ^ 

-ALLOCATION TO PUBLIC HIGHER EDUCATION (percent of state and local government' 
col Tectid ts* revenues that are appropriated or levied for operating expenses 
of public higher education.) (F/£) " *■ 

This ratio suggests the relative Importance # of financing public higher education 
to the funding of oth£r public services in the state and local government, 
budget. The case'for greater al location must be made against competing 
claims^jL othe,r public service programs. Accordingly, evidence that* educa- 
tion ^P&jjj receive a greater share of the state budget is suggested by . 
rel at i very lower appropriations per student compared ( wi th more favarable 

unit funding ofother services." * v 

* • ^» 

-APPROPRIATIONS PER -STUDENT (Stat? and .local Tax Revenues? appropr iated or 
levied^for current operating expenses .Qf public higfier education per FTE 4 
public student. Reported in actuaj dollars per student and in dollars 
per student adjusted 'for system cos't.) * (TAX x #T>/ENR0L) 




This measure of - appropr iations ^relative to enrollment and financial load- 
suggeSts the commitment of tax revenues of state and* local governments to 
support public higher education consistent with available funds an'd expressed 
need. The level of_ appropr iat ions shodl d 'be x judged as the major source of- 
funding for public institutions. However, since son\e states rely heavily on' 
student tui-tion to offset lower 'appropr iat iQns , total funding from both 
sources should be recftgn teed'as a rtiore comprehensive measure of support 
for interstate comparisons,.. . • 



Also reported is the FY I98O to FY 1 982 2-year frend^of appropriations per 
adjusted student in constan^ dollajs. The deflator used was the increase in 
the Higher Education Prfce Index (Htp I ) for^FY'1380 to I98I and an estimate 
,.for FY, 1981 to I982 for a derived 2-year inf lation^rate d£ 20 percent- 
Dividing FY I982 by FY I98O appropriations and theh by 1.2a^gua1s the 2-year . 
F ' percent , change of appropr Tat ions in dollars of constant institutional purchas- 
ing^ power. ' * „ % . • • , 

#7 — TUITION FACTOR (Ratio of prior year state and^ocaf government appropriation^ 
plus student tuition revenues to state and local government appn3p J r / Tat ions . X 
(H) - ' t - i» ' • 

This immediate past* rat io is used to estimate current year tuition revenues 
and calculate appropriations and tuition as the total financial support for 
higher educatTon provided by .state residents. The ratio indicates the 
, importance of tuition relative to appropriations and*thu's, to some extent, 

reflects the balance i state places on the- returns of hicjher education to the 
individual versus society and the resulting expected proport iorlaK payment, a 
High values, reflect the position that the indl v idual is the primary benes 
* factor of his education and /that .students and their parents should, ac'cord- '. 
ingly,pay for most of the casts. Low vatues refject the position thart large 
social benefits result from 'higher education and that s^tate and local govern- 
ments should recognize • the$e returns .through a high appropr iation 

./ subsidy. ; 4 t .. . . t • 

TUITION— ESTIMATED TUITION PER STUDENT .^Tu j tion 'revenues' of public higher education 

per FTE "pubfl ic student. ^Reported in actua] "dol lars per student and in dollars 
-per ; student adjusted for sys tern- cos t. 1 'APP (TU IT I ON" FACTOR •- U-00) > . , 

./ . . *, i • 

"* \ • ' ' . • , * 

"Tuition revenues wij 1 be underestimated or over estimated [f student charts 
have been increased disproportionately to increase? in «appropriat ions since 
the {uition factor was computed (197«79). Since tujtiort charges vary by 
type of institution, the mix of institutions with s iri a state ^publ ic higher 



Jj See ,f Basic Data Description 14 sectj^o^ for description of appropriations collected 
*by M.M. Chambers. " ~ . 



••education system wiM affect revenues from this source.. To establish inter- 
state comparability" actual tui t ion dol 1 ars per student are corrected by the 
^tuition component of the System Cost , Index (#3) In^addition to the effect on 
tuition levels of arguments about benefit^ and who should pay, high tuition- 
can be justified during fihancial difficulties by, the need to fully tap every. 
^ source. Yet many states believe high tuition is inimical to the basic concept 

of equal opportunity, and they establish low charges to provide easy access % 0 
and prevent" financial hardship. ^ v 

OUTPUT — EST f MATED APPROPRIATIONS AND TUITION REVENUES PER STUDENT ADJUSTED (Estimated 
Student tuition payments and^stare and local tax revenue apprppriated for 
current operating expenses of public higher education per FTE student adjusted 
for, system cost.) (APP + TUITION) , , 

Tuition and appropriations, which reflect the primary financial commitment of 
state residents to support public h ighen educat ion, account for 88.6 percent 
» of current operating expense revenues (current funds revenues minus govern- 
ment grants and contracts and sales and service revenues) of public institu- 
tions. As adjusted by the System Cost Index, the/dollar amounts per student 
are comparable state-by-state except that no correction has been.ma'de for 
differences in costs due to geography. V^riatioiis in the level^f support 
contribute to the quality and arrtount of education/ research, and Services ; 
provided, and reflect efficiency of operations and economies of scale achieved 
by larger <s-tate systems. t 

INPUTS— POTENTIAL TAX REVENUES PER STUDENT ADJUSTED (Potential tax dollars per FTE 
student adjusted for system* cost . ) (#V#1 X #2 X #3) , 

The four input factors (resident student scarce, college attendance .ratio, 
system cost index, and tax Capacity) together establish* state's basic tax 
potential to finance public higher education relative to student enrollment . 
load. These factors are -relatively stable inherent state conditions subject ^ 
to only modest or slow alteration. States 'with high INPUT Jevels have great 
economic potential to f'inance public higher education through a oentbination 
of high tax capacity and relatively low student enrollment. States wi 
low capagi ty/load ratio must fully tap a modest potential if public institut- 
ions are Jto be adequately .supported* * ' 

BROCESS — COLLECT I VE FINANCIAL ACTIONS (Percent util ization of INPUT factors to equal 
OUTPUT. (#5 X #6 X #7) , . " . 

The combined PROCESS factors (tax effort, allocation to public higher educa- 
tion, and tuition factor) .ajre t[r^e financial^ actions that establish the degree 
tfo which the INPUT potential tiic^ifSl lars per student are actually utilized to 
achieve the OUTPUT support 1 evel' provided. These three factbrs are. subject 
to modification through legislative and/or institutional decisions. States 
with high PROCESS levels are making a great effort to finance public higher , 
education, often because of low .INPUT conditions. States with low PROCESS 

* percentages either can afford to do so because of excellent INPUT conditions 

m or are satisfied with relatively low financing. 
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Procedure and Findings 

The model presented here is designed *for thfe study of publix higher'education 
financing by individual states. The model dan be used for the following analyses: 
( l)es tab 1 ishme'nt of*a state's relative ppsition for each of the seven independent • 
factors an,d determination of the consequences of a high or low position on the' 
dependent conditions (enrollment, tax revenues., arid tuition) and on final appropria- 
tions and tuition -OUTPUT; (l) review of the status of 'INPUT conditions to deterge 
' t'he desirability of long-run change; (3) review of the financial PROCESS factors 
to determine possible immediate legislative actnyi; (4) selection of peer states * 
and comparison study to identi.fy benchmarks , or goals; and (5) trend analysis of * 
factor values to r determine improvement or retrograde change and to develop 
projections for planning/ t . - ' » 

i 

Beyond this micro-focus on individual state analys-is, some genera.l^bbserva- 
tions can be ftiade here regarding the> overall (macro) ^o\e of state governments 
and citizens in financing' public higher education.-/ 

Var iance. Varfance is 'defined here as the mean of'\j:he high and low deviation's from the 
national average, excluding the three or four states with extreme values.- PROCESS 
factors, which are subject to yearly adjustment, show greater variance than the 
more' stable .INPUT factors, factor #6. Allocation, has the greatest variance, 
^6 percent (+70%. -k3%, excfudinq N.D. and Mass . ). fol lowed by factor #5, T^x 
ETfort, ;Jt27%. an< ^ factor #7, TuTtion Factor/ ±224. This greater latitude in " 
allocation practices among states contributes more to the variation in resulting ' 
funding Revels than any other fiscal actSoo- 

The INPUT factor showing greatest variance is factor #2, College Attendance 
Ratio, +31%, followed by factor M, Tax Capacity, +25^ factor #1 Resident . ' 
Student Source^ ±2$% % and-factor #3, System Cost Index, +2\%> A wide range of 
attendance rates have been achieved by the states, some states becoming heavily 
involved in the ''business 11 of higher education, and others choosing to be 
''debtors 11 by encouraging their residents to attend college elsewhere. 



Relationship Between OUTPUT, INPUTS, AND PROCESS . ' INPUTS AND PROCESS factors 
have an inverse relationship. States with high INPUTS can and generally do- have 
low PROCESS values. Yet the INPUT conditions are so favorable that the resulting • 
* OUTPUT ujj^tly remains hig]j. Tjius , wealthy states with few students generally 
provide 'higher th^n^ average financing. 

States with low INPUT conditions must and do have high PROCESS actions that 
produce a wide range of OUTPUT levels. Poor states with m§ny students must 
struggle to rai.se even average-level appropriations and tuition. 

Key INPUT factors. States with high potential tax dollars per student, 
(adjusted) INPUT levels usually have a good Tax Capacity plus a combined low 
Col lege 1 Attendance Ratio and lpw Systerfi Cost Index resulting in a low student 
load. LOW INPUT levels are usually the result of an above average College 
Attendance Ratio and, System Cost Index resulting in a high student load, plus 
average to low Tax Capacity. _ The Col lege. Attendance Ratio is the most important 
INPUT factor; it also f exhrbi ts the greatest range. Thus, over an extended period, 
the states' have established widely varying responses in defining their obligation 
* to provide educational opportunity to their residents and in thei r *abi 1 i ty to 
attract nonresidents. 

erJc . • ' . • . ' I ' • 



* KEY PROCESS Factors . 'Of the three. PROCESS factors, the Allocation Rape, 
as expected, is the strongest financial action taken by states i # n financing 
higher education. States with a high PROCESS 1 evel al locate large percentages 
of their collected tax revenues to higher education, although there are many 
exceptions (e.g., Vermont which relies on a hfgh Tuition Factor),- Low PROCESS 
states invariably have low Allocation RateSr Neither Tax Effort nor the Juitijqp^ 
Factor appears to correlate significantly with the final PROCESS level. No state 
has. high values°f6r all three PROCESS factors. Arizona comes closest, ranking 13th 
in Tax Eff6rt, 12th in Allocation Rate, and 17th, in the Tuition Factor, ; 

J . 

Wealth and System Cost. With the exception of Hawaii, the seven richjest states 

in the union in tax revenues operate *the least^expensPve public h.igher education 

systems.. Alaska, New'York, Wyoming, 'O.C. , Massachusetts, New Jersey, and 

Cal i forni^ emphasize attendance at 4-year and 2-year colleges With resulting 

system funding requirements (at national average rates) from 5 to 23 percent 

below the U.S. norm. Where funding requirements are high in Nebraska, lowa r 

New Mexico, Utah, and Hawaii the cause is-a historically dominant university 

structure rather than an inherent state wealth. , VN ' 

j 

Relationship Between Appropriations and Tuition . High appropriations can be 
accompanied by either high tuition (New York) or low tuition (District of Columbia). 
Low appropriations, however, are often compensated fqr by high student charges as 

in the case of New Hampshire, Vermont, and Colorado. - 

# * 

Achievement Records. . Three states—Mississippi, North Dakota, and 
Arizona — have done the most with the least. Rapkirrg lowest in INPUTS and highest 
in PROCESS^ the thr^e states achieve respectable OUTPUTS,- ranking 1 6th 14th, and 
'32nd .respectively . New York al so 'deserves special notice for having responded 
to high INPUT conditions (12th), not with a typical low PROCESS level but with an 
equally high-'PROCESS (1 1th) .* 

fn terms of performing least with the most, Massachusetts and New Hampshire 
have high INPUT conditions (9th and 10th) yet respond with an extremely low PROCESS 
(49th and 48th) leading" to a low OUTPUT (45th and 39th). ' 

Trends . The time span of two years for which data is provided is too brief 
for discerning real ^trends. The data of tables 4 and 5 for fiscal years 1980, 1981, 
and 1982 generally reflect modest and irregular changes. Occasionally a sharper 
consistent change in' one or more measures may occur in a particular state. TheSe 
should be noted and the consequences of their possible continuation considered. 

- Of special importance is the maintenance of purchasing power. The two-year. 

change in appropriations per student in constant dollars is reported in table !. 

Inflation of 20 percent for 1980-82 was estimated;based on the I98O-8I change in 
.the Higher Education Price Index and a one year projection. In thirteen states the 

purchasing power of appropriations per student was reduced by more than 10 percent. 
-This e?rosion in financing is an exceptional ly. serious problem which should be fully 

dacumented *by the states affected.' 



Basic Data Description and Release Schedule ^ - - 

The eight elements of data use4 in the model are identified .by an alphabetical* 
letter and described below- The release or publication dates of the data are 
shown in the following diagram,' and the sources for the data are listed below. 



Reporting Date/Period 
Year 1 



Release Dates. 
Year 2 



A. Population 

B. Hic(h School Graduates 
C* Enrollment 

D. * Tax "Capacity \ 

E. Tax Revenues J 



<July 



S£rjn£ 



Fall 



Fiscal Year 



Fiscal Year 



Feb. 



June 




Sept . 



,N'ov,/Dec. 



Oct. 



F. Appropriations Fiscal Year 3 

G. Tuition Factor 
H* System Cost Index 

A. Resident Population, in thousands, ' ** 

Source: Current Population Reports; Population Estimates a nd Projections, 
U.S. Department .of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, Washington, D.C. 

' B. H.igh School Graduates (Publ ic ..and nonpubl i c) , including diplomas and- 

equivalency certificates. * . . . , 

Source: Statistics* of Public Elementary and Secondary Schools and S tatistics _ 
of State School Systems, U.S: Department of Education, National Center 
for Education Statistics, Washington, D.C. 

C. Fulf-Time Equivalent Enrollment in Publ ic I nst i tut ions of .Higher 'Educat ion. 

Source- Fa ll Enrollment in. Higher Education, 19" ,i U.S. Department of Education, 
National Center for Education Statistics, Washington, D.C. 

D. .State and Local Government Tax Capacity, in thousands. 

Source: Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations, Prepubl icat ion ' 
Release, Washington, D.C. Values estimated as required based on 
, state trend data for i960, 1962, -1961; 1967, 1969, 1972, 1975, 1977, 
and 1979- 
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State and Loca 



Government TSx.Reverfue Collected,' in thousands. 



Source: Govern jnent Finances In 1_9" , U.S. Department of Cdmmerce, Bureau 



of the! .Census, Washington^ D.C. „ r 

! ... \ 

State and Local Government. Tax Revenues Appropriated or Levied for Operating 

Expenses of Public Higher Education, , i n 4 thousands \ $ 

i " ■ 

* • m 4 * * ° > * 

'Source: Appropriations of State Tax Funds for *0perat jng Expenses of Higher 



Educat 



ion , 1 9 — , » M«M. i;harflbers , 4 0f f ice of Research and Information, 



Nation&l Association of< State Universities and Land-Grant Colleges, 
Washington, D.C . 

Local government data are v col 1 ected by the Council for Postsecondary 
Education, State of Washington, Olympia, Washington. 

Chambers 1 measure of state tax appropriations is supplemented in this analysis 
by the'addition of local government tax appropriations to higher" education. In 
addition, state tax appropriations going to independent higher education institu- 
tions and students (whep identified) have been* subtracted from the Chambers 
appropr i at ions* totajl , since the focus here is on support to the public sector. 
. Also, appropriations for vocatiofial-techni cal schools which do not offer college- 
leveJ^studies (not listed in the NCES Education Directory) have been excluded when 
identified since their enrollments are not reported by HEGIS. 

Appropriations as collected by Chambers exclude sums derived from any source 
other than state tax funds. Appropriations for capital outlay are'excluded; only 
sums appropriated for operating expenses are included. Also excluded are tuution 
charges collected .by the institution and remitted to the state as <an offset to the 
state' appropriation. Surts destined for higher educat ion .but appropriated to some 

* other state agency are- incl uded, as are sums appropriated to statewide coordinat- 
ing boards or ageficies, state scholarships or other student financial aid, and, 
aid td local ^public community colleges and for vocational -technical 2-year col- 

Heges or for institutions that are predominantly for high school graduates and 
adul t students . - ' 

This definition includes appropriations for all activities and support elements 
of higher education within a state including. mediGal centers and teaching hospitals, 
, re search inst i tutes and laboratories, agricultural experiment stations, c ooperative 

extension .'service, public television, intercollegiate athletics, board of regents, 
, coordinating commission, student aid, fringe benefits, etc.^ the fundingiof these 
support operations are only indirectly rel ated *Eo student count. To the extent 
that the financial -requirements of these activities among states are proportional 
to enro>l l'ment mix by type of. institution, adjustment of enrollments by the System - 
Cost Index establishes reasonably equivalent unit financial load and hence inter- 
state comparability of funding per adjusted student. 



G. , State'Higher Educat ion System Cost Index. 



Source: 



Derived from U.S. Department of Education, National Center for 
Education Statistics finance and enrollment data. Computed by 
the National Center for Higher Education* Management Systems 
(NCHEMS) Boulder, Colorado. 
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H* Tuition Factor* t " 

.Source: Derived from finance data of the U.S. Department of Education, 
V ♦National Center for Education Statistics. 
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• SPECIAL NOTE 

The model presented in this study \i intended to include the basic measurable^ 
factors affecting state financing of higher education.- An eighth factor"-- 3 
geographical price index— is .recognized as an important future addition. This 
Special Note defines this index and explains 'how interstate comparisons {JT.finart- , 
*cial data would Ije improved by its use. h 

GEOGRAPHICAL PRICE INDEX (An index Co reflect 'd ifferences in purchasing power 
among states due to geographical variation in the prices paid by colleges and 
universities for the same goods. 'and services.) Currently unavailable. 

The cost of providing publ i c .educat ion varies cons iderabl y from state to state. 
Because higher education is labor intensive, much of this variation is due to 
differences in wages paid to faculty and administrators. Wages vary across the 
country ,as the result of .such factory as unionization, the urbanization of an 
area, differences in cost of living, and the climate and social attractiveness of 
an area, amo/ig others. Prices paid by colleges and universities for raw materials, 
energy, construction, and equipment also vary depending on proximity to supplier 
and local demand. * * / 

A geographical price index would compare the prifces paid for the same goods 
and services in different locations, where the 'amount and quality of these goods 
and services are equal. (The fait that the business of higher education is con- 
ducted somewhat differently from one place to another because climate and terrain 
imptfse different requirements for heating, cooling, snow removal, etc., is not \ 
considered in a price index.) For higher education, a price index would report 
'differences among states in the prices paid for exactly the same mix of faculty 
and administrators of. equivalent qua Kty. performing the same work, together with 
the prices paid for- all other items of fixed description purchased in the educa- 
tional market basket. The difficulty of holding quality constant has prevented 
construction of such an i-ndex, although work is under way and some rough proxy 
measures have been developed. . . 

. "i 

A geographical price index could be used to adjust state and local govern- 
ment appropriations and tuition revenues to reflect equivalent purchasing power . > 
From exploratory 1 studies, values of a price index for public services have ranged 
from as much as hS percent, above the national average (Alaska) to 20 percent below 
fdr a number of states. Approximately 15 states might exceed +10% of the national 
average.. Gi\^n this degree of variance,' interstate comparability of higher educa- 
tion financing would be vastly improved if such an Index were available. 



Jabfef SEVEN FACTORS IN STATE SUPPORT OF HIGHER EDUCATION 1981-82 



\ 



i 



Resident Student Source 
High School Graduates 
Spiling 1980 hj*sc*ooj 



1. N£v MEXICO 

2. A LASKA 
3* MONTANA 
4i..f)tLAfcAPF * 



5. VERMONT 

6. MINNESOTA 



ptt 1,000 Population Indtx 

20.2 128 

19-9 126 

19.6 124 

-13 .2 ^ 1 22- 



19,0 



120 
120 



7* SOUTH OAKOTA 
.a.__NE JRAS£Jl__ 



18.9 



120 

na_ 



wisconsin 
..ioAa 



16.4 

MUX. 



NO* TH OAKOTA 
_UAltlE 



18*2 
I7 t ft 



117 

a i fi- 
ns 
m 



HAMPSHIRE 
E^aSLANf) 



13. NE 

15* NEWl JERSEY 

_16__ KANSAS 

17. CONNECTICUT 
I8 t MASSACHUSETTS 



19. PENNSYLVANIA 

20. HARYLANO 

21. KENTUCKY 
22j_MlCH[«AN 

1*1. I NO I ANA 

24. wyom :ng 

-257 



17.5 
_117_U 
17.2 

17.0 



111 

-1UL 



109 



'108 
108 



26. 

28. 

"297 
30. 

~3T7 



16.9 
16.7 



COLORADO 
MISSOURI 
ALAB ktfAT 
NEW JrORK 
"OHIO 
TEXAS 



WEST 



[676 
16. S 
T6.4 
16,4 
16.3 
16.2 

Ts.r 

16.1 



107 
106_ 
T06 
105 



104" 
104 



T570" 

16.0 



Tor 

103 
T52" 
102 



102 




VIRGINIA 

S 



IS: 



"357 HAWA 1 1 
36. SO U TH CAROLINA 

, 37. ioah75 ; 

38. VIRGINIA 



6.0 
6*0 



~3 $7TTa s hTn g fOfl * 

JfO^NORTH CAROLINA 



TCliNOTs" 

OKLAHOMA 



42. 

43. MISSISSIPPI 

44. GEO RG IA ' 

45. AH 1 ZONA 

46. TENNESSEE 



47. UTAH 

48. NEVADA 



TsTr 

15.6 

T573" 

15.5 
15.4 

T57T" 

15.4 

T57T 

15.3 

T47T 

14.4 



ToF 
102 

Tor 

101 



ToT" 

99 



9 V 
98 



^8 

98 
"W 

98 



97 



49. FLORIDA 

50. 0. C. 



T47T 
13.6 



"51. "CALIFORNIA 



TT7T 
12.3 



91 



9T 

86 



#2 

College Attendence Ratio 
Fall 1980 



ENROL 
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#1. Resident Student Source . High School grad- 
uates per 1.000 population (8/A). Thfs Is the 
primary source of entering freshmen at public 
Institutions In the state and Is therefore the 
best single starting base for deriving total 
enrollments* (INPUT factor) 



|2, College Attendance Ratio . Full-time-equiva- 
lent enrollment In public institutions of higher 
education per high school graduate (C/B), This 
ratio measures the degree to which a_state pro- 
vides attractive and accessible opportunities for 
higher education to both 1n*st^te and out-of- 
state students relative to the site of Its resi- 
dent student source* (INPUT factor) 



ENROL Student Enrollment . Ful 1-tlme-equlvalent 
students In public Institutions Of higher educa- 
tion per 1 ,000 population (#1 x 12). This Is an 
approximate load measure for placing* revenues for 
current operating expenses on a per user unit 
bas1s*s1nce the financing required for administra- 
tion, plant operation and maintenance* libraries, 
public service* and research are only Indirectly 
• proportional to fht number of students* 
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System Cost Index 
1978-79 
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100.0 100.0 

_ _ Constructed state a nd^ local 

Mveritrient appropriations and tuition revenues per stu- 

♦ dent based on apllcatlonof pHor year natlonal avera^ 
dollar rates by type of Institution to state enroll- 
ment mix (G). Used to derive a more accurate measure 

* of financial load by taking Into account .Institutional 
/ funding requ4r«*nts for research, public service, and 

other functions generally unrelated to student count. 
States with large university enrollments, where these 
programs are emphasize^ * h«e greater "costs" per stu- 
dent (1« ten* of required revenues) than- states with 
proportionately iwre ^students ' attending 2-year col- 
Un»«. riNPOT factor! 



ENftOL ADJ 

Student Enrollment Adjusted 
Fall 1980 (ENROL x #3) • 
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; Tax Capacity 
1980 
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ENftOL AOJ Student Enrollment Adjusted, Combined 
enrollment and cost load Imposed by a state's 
public higher education system (ENROL x #3). 
Financial load Is reported^ In FTE students id- 
justed for the approprlat 1 on 'and tuition funding 
requirements associated wltlMbe enrollment mfx by 
type of institution within the state higher educa- 
tion system. 



#4. Tax Capacity, The potential of Mate and 
IdcaKgovernments to obtain revenues for public 
purposes through various kinds of taxes (D/A), 
Measured by a "representative tax system" that 

t defines the tax capacity of a state and Its- 
local governments as the' amount of revenue they 
could* raise If aV1 50 state-local systems applied 
Identical tax rates (national averages) to their 
respective tax"BasTs. (INPUT factor)* 
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#5. Tax Effprt> State and local tax revenue co1- y 
lected as A percentage of state and local ta/ 
capacity (E/D), Tax effort measures', as a per- 
centage, how nuch of state and local government 
tax capacity Is actuajly used. The tax revenues 
collected for all states equals total tax capac- 
ity n«t1W1o>, so that the national^ fort, by , 
def1n1t1on,.1s 100 percent. Effoft # Wfjures for ? 
the Individual states Indicate- *ow they com- " 
p*'r* with the national average. (PROCESS factor) 



TAX Tax Revenues . State and -local tax revenue 
collected per capita (I* x #5). Collected tax 
revenues represent the wealth available to state 
and local governments for public use. The Index 
esseotlally Identifies "rich" versus "poor" states 
according to^the size of their current tax Income. 
These designations, however, *mus # t be tempered 
by the fact that some states have far greater 
social needs than others, ^Increasing the competi- 
tion for funding. 'Furthermore, other state wealth 
Such as nontax revenues from ^government feet • 
and charges for selling certain public services. 
Ire «ot T Included,- t 



#6. Allocation to Public Higher Education . State 
and local tax revenue appropriated or levied for 
current operating expenses of public higher educa- 
tion (F/E). This ratio suggests the relative 
Importance of financing public higher education 
to the funding of other public services In the 
state and local government budgets. The case 
for greater allocation must be made against coif 
petlng claims of other public service programs. 
(PROCESS factor) 
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APP 

Appropriations per Student 
1981-82 (TAX x #6/ENR0L) 
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APP Appropriations per Student . -State and local tax 
'revenue appropriated for current operating expenses of 
public higher education per actual FTE student and per 
FTE student adjusted for financial load (TAX x #6/ 
ENROL)!. Reports the comml twent of tax revenues as the 
major source of 'funding for public Institutions con- 
sistent with available funds and expressed need. Since 
some states rely heavily on student tuition, total 
funding from both sources should be recognized as * 
better measure of support. Constant dollars FY 80 to 
FT 82 based on the Higher Education Price ( Index (HEPI). 
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#7. Tuition Factor. *JUtio of state and local 
government approprlat Ions plus student tu1 t Ion 
revenue to state and local government appropri- 
ations (H). This Iwwedlate past ratio suggests 
the relative Importance of student tuition as_ a 
funding source compared to state-local appropria- 
tions, and thus, to some extent, 'reflect* the 
balance a state olaces on the returns of higher 
education to >*he Individual versus society and 
resulting expected proportional payment. (PRO- 
CESS factor) . 
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Estimated Tuition per Student 
APP (Tuition Factor -1.00) 
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TUITION Estimated Tuition per Student . « Tuition * 
revenues of public higher* education per FTE pub- 
lic student APP(Tu1t1on Factor - 1.00). Since 
tuition, charges vary by type of Institution, 
the 1nterstate # comparability of average tuition 
per student Is Improved by tus-lng the tuition 
component of the System Cost Index to adjust- for 
the affect on (ultlon of enrollment mix. High 
tuition can be justified durfrtg, financial diffi- 
culties^ the need to fully tap every source. 
Low charges provide easy access and prevent fi- 
nancial hardshlpt , * ^ 
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OUTPUT 1981-82 
Estimated App & Tuition 
Revenues, per Student Adjusted 
(Af>P+TUmON) . 
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OUTPUT Estimated Appropriations and Tuition Revenues 
per Student Adjusted, Estimated student tuition pay- 
ments and state and, local tax revenue Appropriated for 
current operating expenses of public higher education 
per FTE student adjusted for system cost. (APP ♦ 
TUITION). Appropriations and tuition reflect the prl-. 
wry financial commitment of state residents to sup- 
port public higher education. Variations in the level 
of support contribute to the quality and* quantity of 
education, research, and services provided and reflect 
efficiency of operations and also economies of scale 
Achieved by larqer state systems. 
n#m^MA»»»Mtumomli«>tt) 
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* INPUTS Potential Tax Revenues per Student Ad- 
justed, The combined 'input factors establish a 

• state's basic tax potential to, finance public 
higher education relative to student entailment 
load (14/11 x 12 x 13). The four factors- are 
relatively stable Inherent state conditions sub* 
ject to only modest or slow-alteration. States 
with high INPUT levels have great economic poten- 
tial to finance education through a combina- 
tion of high tax capacity 'and relatively low 
student enrollment. 
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FINANCIAL PROCESS Collective Financial Actions . The 
'combined PROCESS factors are the' financial actions 
that establish the degree to which the INPUT poten- 
tial tax dollarSvP er ^ student 1 are actually utilized 
to achieve a&leve^TTie OUTPUT suppdrt level provided 
(IS x JS x 17). The three factors are subject to 
fairly easy modification through legislative and/or 
institutional decisions. States with h,1gh PROCESS lev- 
els are making a substantial combined tax effort, al- 
location to education, and tuition charges to finance 
public higher education. PROCESS • OUTPUT/ INPUTS 
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12.3 
16,3 



78 



3.17 



171 
125 



39.0 

37. a. 



134 

_____ 



85.2 
111,3 



79.3 84.0 
"2,0 U1.5 



32.7 
42.1 



112 
144 



If 154.3 117 
1.105.0 112 



95.7 
87.6 



96 



1.104.3 
968.3 



112 
98 



CONNECTICUT 
DEI AWARE 



17.0 



108 

0221 



1.27 
?-02 



,69 
109 



*1 

_____ 



74 

_U1_ 



91.9 
96.7 



93.7 92.2 
U8.0 101.1 



20.0 

______ 



68 
134 



1.035.9 105 
1*07 5.3 L09_ 



102.3. 



__I_ 



1.059.2 
939.5 



107 
95 



0* 0. 
FLORIDA 



12.3 
13.2 



GEORGIA 
HAmAU 



15.3 
15.9 



76 

_____ 



1.03 
1.74. 



97 

_______ 



1.34 
2.16 



56 

_S__- 



72 

_____ 



12.6 



20.5 
*4.4 



* 43 

-12- 



89.9 
'89.6 



70 
118 



112.0 
116.2 



98.4 
89.7 



91.7 
89.6 



108.3 111.3 
115,3 116.0 



11.6 

______ 



22.6 

_Hti_ 



40 

_H_ 



78 

1_7_ 



1.035.9 105 

1.02 6.0 104 

~8Q$70 8-^ 
1.026.0 104 



120.4 
69.0 



907.6 
1.095.1 



92.8 

_L22_S_. 



120 

____ 



93 
123 



1.247.3 
708.3 



126 

72 



750.4 
1.261.2 



*35.1 



76 
128 



I0AHO 



.15.6 
15.4 



99 

_____ 



1.81 

It 77" 



96 

_____ 



28.2 

__I_^_ 



97 

____ 



90. 
101. 



102.2 
93.7 



92.7 
?9,8 



26.1 

_21*__ 



89 
93 



92 
111 



81.0 

95. fl 



61 

_____ 



75 

1.049.0 10 6 
738.6 



75" 
97 



INDIANA 

______ 



16.4 
18.3 



KANSAS 
KENTUCKY 



17.0 
16.6 



104 

-U__ 



1.59 
l.SS 



108 
106 



2.16 
1.47 



86 
84 



116 

______ 



26.0 
?fl-4 



69- 

____ 



107.5 
120.2 



37.2 

______ 



127 

______ 



114. 6 
107 0 



120.6 110.2 
119.2 120.0 



109*1 113.5 
117 6 109.2 



28.7 
34U, 



~*2.2 
26.7 



98 

ULL 



145 
91 



947.1 
1.055.6 

TTTfcSTT 
858.3 



"«6~ 
107 



10T~ 
87 



78.0 
90-7 



86.1 
80.4 

TiTT" 
108.5 



78 

__!_ 



957.6 



66 

80 

IT 

109 



~W73~ 

669.6 



666.* 
845.6 



IF 



LOUISIANA 
MAINE 



16.0 
17.6 



MAftYLANO 
MASSACHUSETTS 



Hi CHI 6 AN 
MINNESOTA 



16V7 
17.0 



101 

113 



1.67 
1.22 



Mississippi 

M ISSOURI 
MONTANA 
NEBRASKA 



16.5 
19.0 



106 
106 



16.2 
16.6 



105 
-120 



1.60 

U32 



90 
66 



2.04 
1.57 



"9T 
71 



26.7 
,21.7- 



92 

_____ 



110 
85 



30.1 
.22,4 



Tor 

84 

~"5-T 
101 



33.7 
2».6, 



103 

_22_ 



111.0 

95* 



111.3 111.1 

116.6 go ft 



29.7 
21.6 



116 
102 



113.2 
_______ 



96.2 109.7 



"3370" 
19.7 



102 
74 



101.9 
_______ 



107.0 

1H 3 



102. 
11__ 



~34TT 
33.6 



TTT 

68 



115 



1.085.2 
779.4 
96678 
897.8 
"177)067 

1.026.0 




i6*.o 

137.1 



165.4 
105.2 



106 
_J37 



105 



1.024.6~ 
1.230.5 



82 
86 



104 
125 



1.060.6 108" 
1.079.8 110 

H55 - 



97 

_103 



nEvaoa 
new hampshire 
> nCn Jthtti 

NEW MEXICO 



^T37o" 
17.5 

-nrr 

20.2 



124" 

-111- 



U9F 
1.56 



66~ 
_lli_ 



T7T 

1.8 



30.3 
25.4 



104 
87 



104.3 
8.4 



98.4 104 



~3T7T~ 
25.3 



1793 
1.26 
17-6" 
1.56 



lor 
66 
ST 
84 



33.4 
34.6 



26.2 
2?t0 



115 

_____ 



90 

_!__ 



92.2 



80.7 
95.8 



109:6 95.8 
11 7.0 131.1 



~3270~ 
45.6 



"ToT 

87 



937. 



80.8 
115 6 



80.7 
99 9 



"2I7T 
21.9 



156 



~17T147 
937. 



TZT 
75 



"IT6377 
947. 



5 7T~ 

2 95 

9 — rrr 

3 95 

7" 



T66~ 
.96 



~*U7*~ 
79.3 

100.4 



5 nnr 
a 106 

6"^ — 85" 
0 82 
5 — 108 
0 97 



T*7*~ 

72.7 
113.3 
80.9 



9T 
79 
■~6ff" 
100 



63/. 0 
742.9 



75 



50 
73 
TTT 
81 



984.6 lOtT 
940.9 95 



688.6 



8*T 
70 



1.118.1 113 
845.7 86 

T7*3275T 



NORT H CARO LINA 
NORTiTTfiWCTt — 

OHIO 



T*7T 

15.4 

T67.T 



109 
128 



Tor 

9<K 

Tir 1 



T74T" 

1.98 



OKLAHOMA 

OREGON 

.FtfWSYtTANTJT 
RH00E ISLAND 



16.0 102 



T574" 

16.0 



^OUTH CAROLINA" 
SOUTH 0AK0TA 



T6T9" 
17.3 



101 



2736 
1.60 



ML 



21, 
_3L 



74 

106 



T28 
67 



23.3 
30*5 



TENNESSEE 
TEXAS 
UTAH 
VERMONT 



T575" 
16.9 
TT7T" 



W 
110 



2.06 
2.26 
T7TT 
1.51 



99 
120 



T77£T 
1.57 

1.98 



TT-T 

6F 
82 



437b" 
25. 7 



80 
105 



95.2 
______ 



148 



64.4 

J_U_, 



94.0 95J0 
133,1 116,0 



"2676" 

36.6 



96.4 
108.8 



88.9 



93.2 
95,3 



21.7 
29.1 



~7T 
125 



"55- 
85 



32.0 
36.1 
19.1 
26.1 



110 
124 



113.7 100*0 
116,6 110,4 



43.0 
28.4 



75 
100 



66 
89 



116.5 



108.4 114.8 
■ 99.8 mi 9 



27.8 
2 Q *T 



95 

_____ 



100.8 
-100*. 

109.8 
______ 



107.3 102.1 

___Ql_i_ 
106.0 J^09.0 ' 
i?i ft mi n 



36TT 
36.8 

T9.r 

26.4 



97 



986T 

1.045. 
8387 

809 
TT065. 

957. 



176.8 
89.6 



"3ff73" 
30.6 



TK~ 

126 
91 



Tor 

105 



1.134. 
1.035. 

89T. 

818 

759 

907 



o - "115- 
9 105 

a; — 91 

9 83 

7 77 

7 92 



"7676" 
83.3 



Tir 

90 



70.0 
90.1 

T6177" 
119.1 

T9.V 
83.6 



"76" 
83 



72551 ^74 

809^ 62 
797.0 81^ 



TO" 
90 
102- 
119 

"*$(T 
84 



794.6 ETP 

933.1 95 
^912;6~93 

975.2* 99 
"682TB 69" 

758.4 77 



631.6 64~ 

763.0 77 
"82773 84 

838.0 85 
"79279^80 

891.8 90 



.6.0 102 



VIRGINIA 
WASHINGTON . 
UEsT VIRGINIA 
WIS CONSIN 
WYOMING 



T4T-; 

19.<0 
T^7f~ 

15.4 



9F 
120 



16.0 
T6T4~ 



98 
98 



1.46 

"2701" 



96 

107 



79 

TTO 



25.4 

_31_7_ 



33.0 
?7t Q 



87 
109 



113 

95 



W 



2. 68 156 



T7ET 
2.03 
"T7B9" 



"59" 
110 



31.4 
^^5 



26; 3 
37.4 



108 

______ 



108.7 
-___.} 

119.0 
JOi.O. 

95.9 
7 98.2 



106.8 108.4 

99.3 103.2 

126.2 120TF 

139,7 115.4 



102.4 
94,1 



97.3 . 
97.4 



27.6 
-32.7 

32.0 

43.3 



94 



110 

"T65^ 

149 



7897 

1.223. 

— 858." 
828. 

9277 

1.026. 



30.9 



90 
128 



100.7 
101.7 



106 



87.5 



121.1 104.9 
107.4 102.9 

IO T5TT" 



27.6 
38.4 

"2777" 



9_T 
132 



*9r 



9^7 
947. 
TT874. 



3 BO" 

4 124 

3 ~87" 
9 84 

4 94 
0 104 

"97" 
96 



IT 
1 

5T190" 



SOTO" 
62.4 
— 96747" 
10U1 

— a$7s~ 

86.9 



UNITED STATES J5.7 .00 



ttbit r<nr 



29.1 



100 



100.0 100,0 100.0 



"29 .T YM~ 986. S~~ 100 



T57_~ 
110.7 

— 7470" 

Too.o" 



~ 80" 
62 

-~96" 

JPL 
86 
87 



T6" 
111 

^74" 



726^9 74"~ 

1.048.2 106 

-TT_8T79"T^1- 



100 



"986.5 "100" 



i 29 

ERLC 



30 



Table 2 cont. 



i 
i 



Allocation to 
Public High* 
Education 



ALABAMA 

>U5KA_ 
ARIZONA 
ARKANSAS- 



-CALIFORNIA , 
COt ORAOO 



CONNECTICUT 

DELAWARE 

O* C. . 

f LOB I QA x 

GEORGIA 

jjAMAIJ L 

IDAHO 

ILLINOIS 1 

I NO I ANA 

IPWA 

KAN5A5 
KENTUCKY 



rercent 

of Tu 

16,1 

_e^3 

14.2 
-12. 6_ 

m4 



^ Index 
149% 



132 

134 
■ 1Q4- 



APP 

Appropriations 

per Student 

(TAX x /6/ENROLJ 



DoJUn per Student 
ActtMl Arf]utt«d Index 

3,2ut> 3,186 87 

^12j7A2^J^0 3 445 _ 
3*193 3*305 90 

4,087 
2,674 



#7 

TutWon Factor 



Factor 
Velua 



Index 



TUITION 
Estimated Tuition 
par Student 
APP (TUITION 
FACTOR - 1.00) 



Dotfwiptr Student 
Actual Adjust** Index 



OUTPUT 
Estimated Appro* 
(ration & Tuition 
Revenues par Student 
Adjusted (APP+ P 
TUITION) 

Dollan 
per Student 
Adjured 



INPUTS * 
Potential Tax 
Revanues par 
Student Adjusted 
</4//1x |2x #3) 



Oollara 
P«r Student 
Adjusted 



PROCESS 
Collective 
Financial 

Process ' 
(#6x #6x #7) 



Percent 



4,797 130 
2.582 7Q 



7.9 73 t 3,862 4,202 114 

-12-5 1*Q ia_i2a._J.ait 

57 6*072 6,754 183 
-147 _Jb54 1 



6.1 

JJe5_ 
12.3 
12*7. 



1.27 

_l*12 8* . 

1*30 103 

a.22 ai 

1*10 87 

I -SB >?5 



U4 
MB 



4,492 4,011 109 
4*66? 4Q12 109 



14*0 129 3*643 4,039 111 

—3-6 89 ll626_li^?5_28_ 

11.9 110 3t377 3,141 85 

a 2*2 1L3 I 4, 101 3^1 2 93 



LOUISIANA 
M*lNf _ 



14.7 
14. L 



, MARYLAND i 
MA^5ACHUSETts^ 

michigan 
minnesota > 
mIssissippi- 

MI550URI 

MONTANA r~ 

NEBRASKA 



13*3 

1.1 



136 
OIL 



9.9 \ 
-SaP_ 



123 



3,587 
3,975 



3,130 05 
3./15 IQI 



9.5 



92 

_4J_ 



88 
85 



4,017 3,619 
2,886_ 3,025 
57-83 "2,989 
2,764 j. 1U _ 



1.22 97 
leAl ' 128, 
1*06 84 

.1.23 28_ 

1.22 97 

_1.12 69_ 

1.15 91 

a.24 98- 

1.40 111 

J. 26 10fi_ 

1.25 99 
}.21 96 



546 

^592. 

1,351 
Jf 066_ 
897 
835 



534 
9<*l 



1120 
*894 



98 
83 
Si 
_S6_ 



1.23 



98 



18,3 
11.1 



170 

95 



2e993 2,937 80 

3,330 2,971 81 

3,842 3,684 10l~ 

3,008 3. 057 8 3 



1.43 114 
1.19 94 

IT*, — nr 

1.30 103 



6.2 



nEvaDa 

new hampshire 
nEw jEU5Ev 
new mexi co , 
n£w YOfcK [ r^T.tT 
NORTH CAROLINA I 17.5 

nOrTiTDakoT * — ~ 

OHIO 

OKLAHOMA 



T03 57557 3,533 96 

_ _U9 ,3,773 2.801 76 

10.2 94 3,154 3,908 106 

6.^ 58 ' 1,943 2,02ft 55 



1.26 100 

1.27 101 

"1777 — m 

1.26 100 

t:2T 



924 
J,385_ 
1.454 

525 

T,2e7" 

999 



~822 
_7J0_ 



330 

1188 
1511 
J6J_ 



117 

_31 
86 



4,519 
-4,56a 

4,290 
_4,306- 

3,951 

*»40S 



98. 
99- 
93 

9-_ 



86 
96 



34,781 103 

1 33,012 98 

i— 10,931 92 

| 25,022 . 74 
32,196 95 



2.04 



20.7 
B.9 



58 3,207 3,369 91 

JL12 J^20 _J,fi7jLlQ5_ 

72 477795 5,079 138 

)62 4, 156 A , 398J19_ 

192 5785? 4,035 110 

62 2,745 2,523 69 



OREGON 
PENWSYCVANflr 
PH00E ISLAND 



SOUTH OAK0T> 



TENNESSEE 
TEXAS 

UTAH — 

VERMONT 

viRsrm 

WASHINGTON , 
WTSF VlrtfilNl A 
WISCONSIN ' 

UYfi 



"T377 127 3,406 2,924 79 

J_2.9 Ul_ 3,320 y,239 88 

7.6 70 376I3~~ 5,584 9T 

51.2 86 3,458, 3,455 J4 

16.7 155 4^7X12*" 3,745 102" 

10.0 92 2,545 2,594 70 



12.3 



14.4 

8*0 



12.8 
13.5 



114 

168_ 
""134 



3,059 
4,354 

~3765<T 



2,814 76 
4,174 113 
3,033 82 



13.5 
JJjtfl 



119 

_iii_ 



125 

fill 

14.7/136 



2,403 2,205 60 
~57237" 3,375 92 " 

2,7 10 2,760 76 
~377<2~ 3,716 101 

3,314 3,259 _89 
""67636* 7,552 205 



T75T 

1.22 
1.16 

~i.24 

1.50 

^:?r 

1.31 
1763 
1.36 

LIS 
1.35 

"1726" 

1.16 

i.25 
2.62 

1 .3o 

1*19 

T.ir 

'1.30 

1.15 



98 
162 



999 
812 
~ 6?9~ 
981 

— nr 

2,020 



1203 

- a75 _ 
"~998~ 
778 



C7 
.U5 
159 



126 
92 



4,448 

-il2§<L 
4,409 

-JtJ22_ 

4,160 
3,848 



97 



96 



^36,523 
36,020 f 
297298 
45,527 



91 
64 



106 
97 

Tor 

92 

"98 

li 9 



*96~ 
104 

108 

' 9< 
107 
"102~ 
92 

208 
103 
94 
9* 
103 
9f 



1,090 
950 

^458 
665 

— §3r 

1*373 



302 

697 
1747 



105 



84 

94 
183 



4*681 
3»031_ 
4,318 
_3e626_ 
4,807 
3,967 



102 

83^ 



29,030 
30,575 
"7?7T70~ 
37,073 



108 

-JSZ- 

87 



86 
90 



94 
79 



105 
86 



3476TB" 

: 20,546 
777599~ 
' 43,162 



~ 66" 
110 

Tor 

61 



12.99 
11.36. 
12.99 
J3.9a- 
15.79 



12.18 

Jlt6fiL 
15.05 

J2_ 



14.33 

-12»?,9 



~2JT 
128 



20e93 
J0_?33L 
12.39 
17^65 



1160 

JU_ 



121 

_2i_ 



OT*Ea"3TATt5 ToT? foo* 



"3,646 "'3,646 100 



1.26 I 00 



"7B" 

1,029 
2;276 
1,245 

— 7ar 

891 

— esr 

697 

"~ 902 
3,893 

— *?r 

515 

"656 ' 

994 

946 



1618 

. 821 
1178 



660 
1031_ 
2121 
1162_ 

737 



801 
702 
715 
2787 
,*948 
547 



169 
_J0\ 
66 

124 
" 69 

1°8 

"222 

1121 
77 

.26- 



64 

75 
?91 
. 99 
58 



525 
926 
iOJ8 

" 04» 



55 

. 97 
105 

100 



4,523 

-4i543. 

6,688 
.-5l0§8_ 

4,823 

-J.tJ3JL 
3,590 
4,268_ 
5,769 
4,633 
4,490 
3,335 
3,612 
*»«95^ 

" 3,743 
5,456 
4,325 
3,310 
41174 
4(187 
8,472 

4 ,5V4~ 



99 



,47,953 
28,588 



146 

_UP_ 



105 
-8J_ 

78 

93 



3 975 7 ST 
27,825 

33,717 



85 



6.19 
9.19 



126 

96 
73 



30,906 
28,127 

30,969 
H571T0" 
29,696 



TFT 
82 

~ir 

100 



9.43 
15^69 



17.34 

Jilli. 



"9T 
83 

T55- 

92 



19.48 

J. N0 6 



79 
J07_ 
82 

_Ui_ 
94 
72 



28,638 
37,42^ 

2i;;575~ 

25,864 • 

~5$75znr 

23,680 



"7r 

88 



11*61 

J5.!7_ 
12.55 

}4e96 



85 
111 
~6*T 



17.88 
11*23 



12.61 
_13.08j_ 



91 
91 
164" 

l"oo" 



"347653" 
24,640 
67175 T 



90 
70 



17eJ5 

.21*10. 



Tff3 — 

73 
"200 



14.26 
13.98 



12.04 
J6.?9_ 
12.50 



33?815 \M~ 



Index 




96 . 
- 84^._ 

96 
-1021.. 
116 

JiU. 



90 • 
_.62__ 

111 
-65 

105 



154 
76 
91 

J3P_ 



46 

-6J_ 



69 
-111 

128 
J34_ 

143 

_aj_ 



85 
J!?. 

92 
J-IO^ 
132 

63 



93 
_96 

12ft"* 
J§5_ 

105 

103 



89 

J2S^.. 
92 



13.59 



100 



ERIC 



32 



T 



Table 3 ■ 

The 

Basic Data 

FY 1982* 



A B 



Resident 
Population 
July 



v * 



33 



ERIC 



* Fiscal year of 
appropriations 
q'-i, Fb, F)»nd 
•lysis. Sop- 
ring data 
,-,B,C,D,E,G,H> 
for 1980* 



(OOO) 



High 
School. 
Graduates 
Spring 



FTE 
Public 
Enrollment 
Fall 



ALABAMA 

_»L«§KA 

ARIZONA 

-ARKANSAS 

CALIFORNIA 
_CQLGBAQ£ 



3,890 

400. 

2»718 



62»779 

... At**<L 

• 40,406 



CONNECTICUT 
..DELAWARE 
O. C. . 

GEORGIA 
H AWAII 



IDAHO 
JLLIN0JS_ 
INDIANA 
IOWA 



__2,286 36t636_ 

23t669 290t539 

_2a8B9 4l7flZ6__ 

52,926 
11*420.^ 
7,849 

128.818-. 
83,370 
J5x 366 




9*4! 



14*678 



Jll4i|4_l75 t ?53_^ 
5,49V 90i 



KANSAS 
\ KEN T UCKY 



TWISIANA 
MAINE 

"MARYLAND 

MASSACHUSETTS 

HICHIGATJ 

MINNESOTA 

TttssjssiPPi — 

MISSOURI 

~R0RTARJT ^ 

NEBRJfKA 

"ney^K — ■ 

NEH HAMPSHIRE 
"NEtfpfRSF? 

new\mexico 
TJEtrvTOWR 

NORTH CAROLINA 
-fffiWTFTltfROT* 

OHIO . 

OKLAHOMA 



2,9] 3 
~27363 : 
3,661 



~472o4l 
1,125 

~*;2i*~ 

.5,737 
"9,258" 
4,T>77 



4,917 

— 787" 
_1,570 
799" 
921 



OREGON 
"PENN SYLVAN! JT 

RHODE ISLAND 
-SOUTfT-CAROLI 

SOUTH DAKOTA 
~TEf7RE55EE 

TEXAS 

UTAH 

VERMONT. 
"VIRGINIA 

WASHINGTON 
"WESmfTGTNTX" 

•WISCONSIN 
UYOhlNG 



7,36r 
1*300 

TT;557" 
5,874 

6§3~ 

10,797 

2t633 
TT,8S7" 
947 
7119 
690 



118 

53t36n_ 

*6.268 
60,901 

T7753T" 

20,052 
~76i«5~ 
97,317 

R37o6r _ 

7 7,241 
~38,62j 

79,750 
"15^35" 

29,206 

'167833" 

16,111 



112743T 
24,391 
126 1 828' 
128,268 

3IH873 

121f6l4 



4,b9r 
14,228 

511 

"57345" 
4,130 

4,7o5 



T26796X 

26,211 
~282;*15~ 
90,644 

173,077 
46,463 
42,097 
-2007919- 
J6.352 

13,009 

227,880 
~20i.8B5~ 

9,694 
~B2;786" 
63,749 

86,566 
~" 7,707" 



~7 673*5" 
124,679 
2o7 282" 
54,631 
267595" 
20,230 



D -E Fa Fb F G H 

( State Local State & 

Tax Tax Appro- Appro- Local Appro- System 

Capacity Revenues priations priations priatlons Cost Tuition 

(000,000) (000,000) (000,000) (000,000) (000,000) Index Factor 



119,858 

9t*2J._ 

118.087 
„,b3,47I_ 

922,287 
— L09j15*_ 
67,317 ' 

23*04Q__ 

? 8,053 

_ 223*83$ _ 
11 1,834 

33,208 

26,574 
-JlltS49_ 
142,928 
82,829 

§7,833 

89,377 



2 t 878. 3 

£87.2 

2*574.2 

_lt 136.6 

27.320.8 

_Ji 192.2 

3t219.6 

639.8 

O60.9 

„9i 993.4. 

4,420.3 

22JbL 



2*384. 

_lf*II. 

2*658. 
__1*466. 
26* 137. 
— 2fJ9L. 
3,291. 

559. 

,795. 



1 380.1 

1 122. i 

6 306.8 

4 l~. 184. a 

6 3*328.7 
4 305. a 



856.8 
J2f5Q3.8_ 
5* 199.6 
_3*075.0 

2;*M;sr 

3*142.3 



.6 1098. 
4*100. 



4*562.3 
876.8 

4*07673 
5* 150.6 

"9731o;3" 

4* 183.1 

i*76r;9 

4*608.4 

— 877^ 
Jl*47i.5 

i*3o8:F 

872.3 



*93- 

-JlffZZ- 

4*055.. 
2, 789. 

2.145; 

2,524. 



260.0 
-J2..1 
• 0 

.793. J 
498..9 
J54.fl 



3*400. 
951. 

^2.7*059. 
9.820. 
4*40 2. 
17605. 



93.9 
-985.6. 
482.5 
327.9 
278.7 
355.3 



451.7 

__/0.4_ 

'3?r.8 

354.5 



^57?fto7~ 
40*996 

lW37r" 

179^5 

^^a;i56 — 

277*575 
~967723~ 

95*163 
225*985- 

24*671 
" B6;568~ 

20,475 
"I15;723"~ 
450,669 
4Bi247 — 
14*189* 
"16ft; 545""" 
183*722 
~~51*~336~ 
175,^49 
Mi528 ' 



1.359.5 

"n;753.o" 

4.752.0 

— 695;r 

10.332.4 

~;*3*;?r 

2.727.5 

^10^653. r 

775.5 



3*652." 

774." 

1*477. 
"^649; 
634. 



T 
1 

"25 
4 



848.5 
405.0 



•233.7 
.099.4 

;i567r 

.259.2 
.605.1 

Toj;5" 



280.2 
352.8 
~837T 
JJ7.2_ 
*6*T.9 
39.3 



T. 



450.5 
171.6 

73679" 

715.0 

168.3* 

739.4 



"TJ365.T 
626.3 
~j;623;5~ 

17.405.8 
~l."254.e _ 

* 423.5 
"4. 95 7. B~ 

4.237.5 
17856.1- 

4.456.1 
-~ 882. 9~ 



10 

""1 



.456.9 
**B23;2 
923.5 

*r?9.r 

523.3 

7899:r 

.855.8 

;26b;7 - 

428.2 
7235. B~ 
.683.2 
74ZI73 



1. 



"32576" 

252.6 
78i;r 
85.3 

~3*e;r 

52.1 
"35776" 
887.8 
1747f 




2.9 

-15&.JL 
• 1 

_11.1L 
36.4 

.0 



.0 
• 0 



96.8 

482.6 
339.7 
3l5.1 

355^3 



54: r 

,.0 



"55"; 0 
.0 

22.2 
18.9 



451.7 

-IS -4_ 
429^0 

J? 54 *lL 
933.5 
405.0 



1.01 1.27 
.76., !.«„ 

•97 1.30 

1 .11 1 .22 

•64 1.10 

1 .11 1 .38 

•92 1.22 

J. 01.1.1. 61 

•91 1.06 

.89—1.23 

l.ll 1.22 
U16_L>.12 

•92 1.15 

: #5?_i.?4 

1.10 1.40 
1_.20 U26 

■\ r.i3 h|s " 

b5l-J -21 

1.11, 1.23 

.99 1.48_ 

1.09 >.43 

.08 1.19 

1.02 1.43 
r.12 1.30, 



293.3 

375.X 
85.6 
206.1 



• 0 

• 0 



60.9 
5.5 

29.7 



65.9 
39.3 



nr 

22.6 

63.3 
"3879~ 
.0 

.0 



74.6 



5TI.4 
177.1 

T7963;3" 
744.7 

1 09.3 
762.0 



1.03 1.26 

.99 1.27 

.95 172? 

1.31 U26 

.80 1.23 
.99 2.04 



5297T 
, 315.9 

825.2- 

85.3 

356".'o" 

52.1 

3577<r 
1*962.4 
174.1 



.95 1.34 

1.16 1.22' 

.9f 1.30 

.95 1.16_ 

"Koo 1.24 

1.10 1.50 



M931.8 
^653.7 



TJRITED~STAf£S^226:;565-3,57o;939'6,6d8i466 2S3.462."6 ~ 223;46g.5 " 22t5fi7;7 — 1 ,586.1 




TT14— T7?r 

1.01 1.31 

1.01 1.36 
.1.03 1 .35 ; 

"T:"od Lift 

1.03 \.\b 

).2o~1.26^ 

1.15 2.62 

- .9?~I.3d 

497 1.19 

i.oT— i:ir" 

1.02 1.30 
.89 

trad v.&r 
2jL 



Table 4 SEVEN FACT 



Resident Student 
Source high . 
School Gradi 



S IN STATE SUPPORT OF HIGHER EDUCATION, FY's 1980, 81, 82 

\ * 
#2\ x ENROL ^3 y 

College; Student System Co$t Index 



Attendance 
Ratio • 



Enrollment 



ENROL ADJ 
Student Enrollment 
Ajfjusted 
(ENROLL // 3) 



94 

Tax Capacity 



«05 

Tax Effort 



TAX / 
Tax Revenues 
<0 4x#5» , 



High School 
Gradsper 
1.000* 

pop. Index 



FTE Public 
Students ptr 
High School 

Grad , Incjex 



FTE Public 
Students per 
1.000 

pop. Index 



App 



Tuition 



Total 



Public Students 
Load Adjusted 
per 1,000 

pop. Index 



Dollars per 
Capita ' Irfclex 



Percent Index 



Dot tars per 
Capita Index 



,FY8I 

FY8(h 
FY81 
FY82 




FY 80 
FY81 
FY82 



16.6 


106 


1.94 


17.1 


107 


1.81 


16.1 


102 % 


1.91 


18.2 


116 


1.60 




127 


1.03 


19^; 


vl26 . 


1.21 








16.7 


" 106 


4-69 


16.1 


100 


2v99 


14.9 


',94 


2.92 



106 
100 
104 

87 
57 
66 N 

147 
165 



32.2; 112 

30.9* 106 

30.8 106 

29.2 101 

21.0 72 

24.1 83 



44.7 
48.1 
43.5 

25.3 
>3.6 



156 
166 
150 

88 
81 



J6.0 


ior 


1.4T6 


C ^ 




81 


14.0, 


y 

89 


2. 85 


156 


40.0 


139 


14.2 


89 


2.83 


156 


40.3 


139 


12.3 


78 


3.17 


172 


39.0 


134 


16.7 


107 


2.34 


128 


39.1 


136 


16.7 


104 


2.32 


128 


38.8 


• 133 


it. 3 


103-- 


2.32 


1*6 


37.8 


130 


16.9 


108 


1.43 


78 


24.1 


84 


17.0 


106 


1.27 


70 * 


21.6 


74 


17.0 


108 


1.27 


6-9 


21.7 


. 75 


17.9 


114 


2.07 


113 


37.0 


129 


16.9 


105 


2.25 


124 


38.0 


131 


19.2 


122 


2.02 


110, 


38.7 


133 


12.1 


77 


0.89 


49 


10.7 


37 


13.9 


86 


0.86 


48 


12.0 


41 


12.3 


78 


1,-03 


56 


12.6 


44 



100.6 
10Q.6 
100.6 



105.8 
105.fr 
105.8 



101.7 
101.7 
101.7 



77.5 74.4 76.9 

77.5 k - -74.4 76.9 

77.5 74.4 76.9 

96.6 99.6 '97.2 
96.6 99.6 97.2 
96.6 99.6 97.2 

112.1 107.6 'ill. 2 

112.1 107 . 6 ' 111.2 

112.1 107,. 6 111.2 

85.2 79.3 84.0* 

85.2 79.3 84,0 

^"85. 1 79.3 84 .0 



111.3 112.0 
111.3 112.0 
111.3 112.0 



91.9 
91.9 * 
9t;9 • 

96.7 
96.7 
96.7 



93. 
93. 
93. 



118.0 
118.0 
118.0 



111.5 
111.5 
111.5 * 

92.2 
92.2 
, 92.2 



101 
101 
101, 



32.8 114 
31.4 108 
31.3' 108 



16.1 
18.5 

^3.5 
46.8 
42.2 

28.1- 
26.3 
26'. 0 

33.6 
33.8 
32.7 



43.6 
43/2 
42.1 



22.3 
19.9 
20.0 

37.4 
38.4 
39.2v 



56 
64 

151 
161 
146 

98 
91 

90 t 

in 

116 
113 

152 
149 
145. 

77- 

69 

69 

T30 
132 
135 



671.3 77 

670.3, 76 
739.-9 "75 



22.4 78 1,623.4 185 



1,903.2 
2,219.8 



1 



816 
840.0 
947.1 



215 
225 

93 
95 
96 



684.5- 78 
692:3 78 
'759.7 77 



1,009.2 
1,025.1 
1^154.3 



115 
116 
117 



, 965.3 110 

985.2 111 

1,105. a 112 

. 930.2 106 

933.9" 106 

1,035.9. 105 



1,018.°0 
■980.4 
1,0?5.3 



116 
111 
109 



• 84.6 
86.-6 
82^ 

87.1 
126.4 
166-.4 



' 81.5 
82.2 
84.4 

* 

'119.2 
95.0 
95.7 

90.1 
95.8 
• 87.6 

l 

100.6 
! 1Q2.5 
1M.3 

92.5 
95.1 
87.4 



FY80 12.1 77 0.89 49 10.7 37 89.9 98.4. 

FY81 13.9 86 0.86 48 12.0 41 * 89.9 98.4 

FY82* 12.3 78 1..03 56 12.6 44 89.9 98.4 

♦ Fiscal year of appropriations. Supporting data for preceding calendar, year as Sh<&n in column headings in table 



91.7 
91.7 
91.7, 



9.8 
•11.0 
11.6 



3* 

38 
40 



»982.9 
948.3 
1,035.9 



112 
107 
105 



128.4 
1- 132:8 
120.4 



85 


568.1 


65 


Q"7 


580 . 2 


66 




/in r\ 
612 .9 


62 


87 


1,413.4 


161 


* 126 


2,406.4 


272 


loo 


J,o92.o 


374 


11Q. . 


899 ..3 


103. 


1 1 C 

lib 


9/2.4 


110 


1UJ 


mo i 

978.2 


99 


82 


557 .8 


64 


QO 
OZ 


c c o *J 

568 . 7 


64 


o / 

o4 


641.5 


65 


119 


1,202:7 


137 


OQ 
y j 


0 7/. O 


110 


96 


1,104.3 


112 


90 


870.0 


99 


96 


943.7 


10/ 


88 


968.3- 


98 


101 


935.8 ' 


107 


103 


956.9 


108 


102 


' 1,059.2 


107 


93 


941.6 


107 


95 


932.1 


105 


87 


• 939 ..5 


95 


128 


1,261.7 


144 



•133 
120 



1,259.3 
1,247.3 



142 
126 

i3G 



Table 4 SEV£N FACTORS IN STATE SUPPORT OF HIGHER EDUCATION, FY's 1980, 81, 82 (continued) 




ALA 



FY80 
FY82 



ALASKA FY80 
FY81 
FY82 



/ ARK- * 



' CAL 



FY81 
FY82 

FY80 
FY81 



FY80 
FY81 
F*82 



7 

COLO FYfiO 
FY81 
FY82 



CONN 



DEL 



D.C. 



1FY80 
FY81 
FY82 

FY80 
,vFY81 
FY82 



FY«0 
FY81 
i O FYJ82 

SERJC 



• 

Allocation to 
PubHc Higher 
"Education 



APP 

Appropriations 
per Student 
(TAXx # 6/ENROL) 



Percent 
olTax 
Raven uas 


tilde* 

* • 


* Dollars per Student 
Actual Adjusted 


Index 


, 16.2' 
17.8 
16.1 


157 
158 
149 


2,864 

3,344 
3,205 


2 ,847 

3,324 
3,186 


90 

J 97 
87 


12.5 
8.4 
8.3 


1 120 

' 74 
77-. 


6,046 
9,609 
12,712 


7,801 
12,398 
16,403 


245 

. S 


13.9 
14.5 
14.2 


133 
128 
131 


•2,792 
2,939 
3,193 


2,890 
3',042 
3,305 


91 
88 
on 


14.0 135 

15.1 fa 
* 12.6^ 11$ 


3,099 

3,640- 

3.44Ba 


2,764 
a 3,247 
■ 3,070 


87 
94 

ft 1 
O J 


11.4 
15.7 
14.4 


109 
138 
133 


3,432 
3,786 
4,087 


4 ,.028 
4,444 
4 ,797 


126 

129 

1 in 
1 jU 


10.7 
10.4 
11.2 


103 
91 
104 


2,387- 
•2,521 
2 ,874r* 


2,i45 
2,265 
2 ,582 


67 
66 
/ U 


7.3 
-8.4 
7\9 


70. 
74 • 
73 


2,821 
3,722 
3,862 


3,070 
4,050 
4,202 


?6 
117 
114 


* 9.7 
11.8 
1,2.9 


93 ■ 
104 
119 


2,470 
2,884 
. 3,129 


2,554 
2,982 
3,236 


80 
. 86 ' 
88 


5.6 

6.2, 

6.1 


54 , 

54 
57 


6,635 
6,483 
6,072 


7,380 
7,211. 
6,754 


. 232 . 
209/ 
183 



#7 

Tuition Factor 

/ 



- Factor 

Value Index 



1.27 100 
1.24 98 
1.27 101 



1.12 
1.12 

1.26 
1.29 
1.30 



h 52 
1.52. 



1.06 
1.06 
1.06 



. 89 
89 

99 
102 
103 



1.21 95 
].20 95 

1.22 97 

1.09 86 

1.10 87 
1.10 87 



120 
121 
1.58 125 



}.2,5 98 

1.23 98 

1.22 97 

1:69 133 

1.63 129 

1.61 128 



84 
84 
84 



TUITION 
Estimated Tuition 
per Student 
APP (TUITION 
FACTOR - 1.00) 



Dollars per Student 
, Actual Adjust od Index 



773 


731 


86 


802 


758 


85 


00 j 


010 
010 


OD 


544 


731 


85 


rl53 


1,550 


173 


525 


2,050 


214 


726 


729 


85 


852 


. 855 


95 


958 


962 


101 








651 


605 


70 


728 


677 


75 


757 


<04y. 


74 


309 


390 


45 


379 


478 


53 




516 


54 



1,241 1,108 
1,311 1,171 
1,667 



129 
130 



1,488 / 156 



705 
- 856* 
850 

1,704 
1,817 
1,909 



' 752' 
914 
9^07 

1,444 
1.540 
1,618 



87 
102 

96 

168 
172 
169 



3'98 



404 4,7 
389 395 44 
364 370 39 



OUTPUT 
Estimated Appro- 
priation & Tuition 



INPUTS . . 
Potential Tax 
Revenues per 



Revenues per Student Student Adjusted 



Adjusted (APP + 
TUITION) 

Dollars 
per Student , 
' Adjusted Index 



3,576\ 
4,077 
• 4,002 

' 8,569 
13,995 
18,514 

3,619 
3,901 
4,271 



89 
95 
87 

212 
322 
399 

90 
90 
92 



3,373 83 



(#4/#1x #2x//3) 



Dollars 
, per Student 
Adjusted Index 



20,493 • 67 

21,-326 70 

23,613 70 

72', 350 *237 

117,894 378 

"119,910 353 

18,765 62 

17,965 59 

22,427 66 

24,363 80 



3,928 
3,775 


90 

81 

4 


26,336- 
29,203 


' 87. 
86 


4,454 
4,958 
5,352 


110 
114 
115 


^ 30,009 
30,315 
35,265 


98 
,100 
104 


3,254 
3,437 
4,072 


80 
79 
88 


22,118 . 

22,801 

26,279 


73 
75 
77 


3,824' 
4,966 

5, in 


95 
114 
110 


41,808 
46,903 
51, 87*4 


137 
154 
153 


4,128 
4,649 
4, A 983 


102 
107 
107 


> 27,245 
• -25,509 
27,467 


89 
84 
• 81 


7,670 
7,494 
7,019 


190 
173 
151 


100,250 
86,410 
89,497 


329 
284 
263 



PROCESS 
Collective 
Financial 
Process ' 
{//6*x#6x//7) 



Percent Index 



1 

'l7.45 133 . 
19.12 135 
16.95 125 , 

11. 84* 89' 
11.87 83 
15.44 113 

19.28 145 
21.71 152 
19.04 140 

13.84 104 
"14.92 105 
12.93 .95 

14.84' *ll2 
16.36 -k 115 
15.18 'ill 



14.71 
15.07 
15.53 

9.15 
10.59 

9?85 

15.15 
18.23 
18'. 14 

7.65 
8.67.- 
7.84 



111 
106 
114 

69 
74 
72.. 

114. 
128 
133 

58 
61 
57 



38 



FLA 



GA 



L 



HAWAII 



IDAHO 



ILL 



IND 



IOV/A/ 



KAN 



KY 

'si 

ERIC 



Table 4 SEVEN FACTORS IN STATE SUPPOftT OF^HIGHER EDUCATION, FY's 1980, 81, 82 

CoKfge 



01 

Resident Student 
Source High 
School Greds 



Attendance 
Ratio 



ENROL 
Student 
Enrollment 
(#1x^2) 



System Cost Index 



ENROL AD J #4 05 * TAX 

Stuftfct Enrollment TaxCapechy Tax Effort Tax Revenues . & 

Adjusted - . . • I*** #5) 

(ENROl! x ii 3) • 



High School 
Gradsper 
, 1,000 

pop, Index 


FTE Public FTE Public 
Students per Students per 
High School -' 1.000 ^ 
Grad Index pop. Index 

( 


App ' 


Tuition 


Total 


< Public Students 
Load Adjusted 
per 1.000 

pop. Index 


Dollars per 
Csplte 


Index 


Percent 


• 

Index 


, DolUr» pec 
CepiU 


Indei 


FY80 


.13.4 


86 


1/86 


102 


25.6 


87* 


89.6<i 


89.7 


89.6 


22.4 


78 


9*12.6 • 


104 


74.6 


« 

Z4 


675.6 


77 


FY81 


14:1 


88 


1.77 


. 98- 


.24.9 


86 


,89.6 


89.7 


89.6 


22.3 


77 


919.2 


104 \ 


78.8 


79 


s 724.0* 


82 


FY 8 2 


13 . 2 


84 


1.74 


1 95 


} 23.0 


79 


89.6. 


"89.7 


89.6 


2.0.6 


71 


1,026.0 


104 ' 


69e0 


69 


708*3 


72 


FY80 


12.7 


81 


1.77 


97 


22.5 


78 


4 

112.0 


108.3 


131.3 


25.0 N 87 " 


737. 1 


84 ■ 


91.4 


91 


673.6 


77 


FY81 


15.% 


96 




77 


, 21.4 


74 


112.0 


108.3 


113.3 


^ 23.8 


82 


735.1 


83 


96.7 


97 


7ld.9 


80 


FY82 


15 . 3 


A "7 

97 


r.34 


73 


20 .5 


71 


112.0 


108.3 


111.3 


22.8 • 


79 


809,0 


82 ' 


92.8 


93 ' 


750.4 


76 


FY80 


16.7 


107 


2.27 


124 


38.0 


i32 


116.2 


115.3 


, 116 .0 


44.1 


153 


'92Ja4 


105 


114 .'3 


114 


1,053.1 


120 


FY81 


17.4 


108 


2.13 


118 


36.9 


127 


116.2 ' 


•115.3 


116.0 


42.8 


148 , 


919.9 


104 


128.3 V 


128 


1,180.4 


134 


FY82, 


15.9 


101 


2.16 


ll\ 


34 .4 


li9 


116.2 


115.3 


116.0 


3^1. 9 


138/ 


1,026.0 


'104 


122.9 


123 


1,261.2 


128 


FY80^ 


16.-2 


103 


1.66 


91 


« « 
• 26.9 


94 


t 

90.2 


102.2 


92,7 


24.9 


87 


789 8 


90 


'86.3 


88 


697.7 


80- 


FY81^ 


16.4 


102 


1.67 


92 


27.3 


94 


90 2 


102 .2. 


92 7 


25.4 


87 


finv 2 

OUJ . £• 


91 


92 1 


92 


741.6 


84 

, OH 


^Y82 


15.6 


99 


1.81 


98 


28.2 


97 


90.2 


102.2 


92.7 


26.1 


90 


907.6 


92 , 


81.0 


81 


735.1,- 


175 


FY80 


13.8 : 


• 88 


1.93 


106 


26.6 


'93 


301.4 


93.7 


99.8 


26.6 • 


. 92 , 


\ 

974.1 


3 11 


94.2 


94 


917.4 


105 


FY81 


14.5 


90 


1.84 


102 


26.6 


92 


101.4 


93.7 


99,8 


26. 6 


91 


986.0 


112 


98.8 


99 


974.4 


110 


FY82 


15.4 


98 


1-77 


96 


27.3 


94 


101.4 


93.7 


99.8 


27.2 


94 


1,095.1 


111 


95.8 


96 ; 


1,049.0 


106 


FY80 


15.2^ 


97 


1;54 


84 


23.5 


82 


107.5 


120.$ 


110.2 


2 57T. 


90 


860.0 


98 


82*0 


82 / 


705.1 


80 


FY81 


16.5 


103' 


1/49 


82 


.24.5 


89 


107.5 


120.6 


110.2 


* 27.0' 


93 


860.9 


97 


,84,2 


84 ,* 


* 72*4.8 ' 


82 


FY82 


16.4 


104 


1159 


86, 


26.0 


90 


1.07.5 


120.6 


110.2 


28.7 


99 


947.1 


96 


78.0 


78; 


739.8 


- 75 


FY80 


17.9 


'll4' 


1.45 


79 


25.9 


90 


* 120.2 


119.2 


120.0 


, 31.1 


•108 


921.4 


0 

105 


it 

85.9 " 




791.6 


' 90 


FY81 


18.7 


117 


1^.42 


' 79 


26.6 


92 


120.2 


119.2 


120.0 


31.9 


110 


. 939.9 


106 * 


93.4 


v93 


877.9 


99 


FY82 


*8.3 


116 


1.55 


84 


28.4 


98 


120.2 


119.2 


120.0 


34.1 


118 


1,055.6 


107 


90.7 


91 


957.6 


97 


FY80 


19.5 


124 


1.83 


100 


35.8 


124 


114.6 


109.1 


113-.5 


40.6 


141 


930.2 


106 


$5.8 


8* 


798. 1-* 


91 


FY81 


17. i 


109 


2.08 


115 


36.3 


125 


114.6 


icfe.i 


113.5 


41.2 




945.6- 


JL07 


86.5 


87 


817.6 


93 


FY82 


17.0 


108 


' 2.18 


119 


37.2 


128 


114.6 


109.1 


113.5 


42.2 


145 


1,055.7 


107 


86.1 


86 


909. 3 


92 


FY80 


15.8 


100 


. 1.52 


83 


24.0 


83 


107.0 


117.6 


109.2 


26.2 . 


91 


745.9 


85 


84.7 


* 85 


632..1 


72 


FY81 


16.5 


103 


1.46 


81 


,.24.2 


83 


* 107.0 


U7.6 


109.2 


26.4 


91 


V62.6 


86 


86.4 


- 86 * 


659.0 


75 


FY82 


16.6 


106 


1.47 


80 


^24.4 


84 


107.0 


117.6 


109.2 


26.7 


92 


858.3 


87 


80.4 


80 


689.6 


70 
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Table 4 SEVEN FACTORS INSTATE SUPPORT OF HIGHER EDUCATION, FY's 1980, 81, 82 (continued) 



#6 

'Allocation to 
Public Higher 
EducatkA 



Percent' 
of Tax 
Revenues Index 



APP 

Appropriations 

per Stud ant 

(TAX x 1 6/ENHOU 



Dollars par-Student 

Actual /Uijuited Index 



98 
103 
108 

95 
103 
109 

i 

94 
100 
109 



FLA* 


FY80 


10 • 3 


99 


2 ,795 


3.119 




Fysi 


10a9 


. 96 


3,170 


3,538 




FY82 


lla5 


106 


• 3,547 


3,959 


GA 


FY80 


11.4 


109 


3,398 


3,034 




FY81 ' 


12,0 


106 


3,983 


2,556 




FY82 


12a3 


113 


' 4,492 


4,011 


HAWAII 


FY80 


12.5 


'120 


3L473 


2,989 




FY81 


12a5 


111 


4", 008 


3,449 




PY82 


JL2.7 


118 


4,662 


4,012 


itfAUO 


FY80 


13.8 


133 


, 3,577 


3,966 




FY81 


*14 a 3 


127 


3,867 


4,287 




-EY82 


14 a 0 


129 


3,643 


4,039 


ILL «*FY80 


9a4 


*' 90 


• 3.242 


1197 




FY81 


9a9 


"88 


3,637 


3,587 




FY82 


9/6. 


88 


3,676 


3,625' 


IND 


FX80 


10.8 


104 


3,245. 


3,019 




FY81 


11.8 


104 


3,475 


3,233 




FY82 


11.9 


110 


3,377, 


3,141 


IOWA 


mo^ 


13.0 


125- 


3,968 


3,301 




FY81 


12.9 


114 


4,256 


3,541 




FY82 


12.2 


U3 


4,101 


. 3,412 


KAN 


FY80 


14.3 


137 


3,183 


2,777 




FY81 


15.3 


135 


•3,435 


2,997 




FY82 


14.7 


136 


3,587 


3,130' 


KY * , 


FY80 


13.6 


130 


3,586 


3, 351 


a 


-FY81 


13.2 


117.' 


3,611 


•3,374 




FY82 


14.1 


130 


3,975 


3,715 



100 
104 

■ 98- 

- 95 
94 
85 



•93 

87 
87- 
85 

105 
98' 
101 



#7 \ 
Tuition Factor 



1:26 
1.23 
1.25 



99 
98 
99 



1%25 **98 
1.21 96 

la21 96 



TUITION 
Estimated Tuition 
per Student 
APP (TUITION 
FACTOR.- LOOt 



OUTPUT 
Estimated Appro* 
priation & Tuition 
Revenues per Student 
Adjusted (APP + 
TUITION) 



INPUTS 
Potential Tax 
Revenues per 
Student Adjusted 
(#4/nx02x//3. 



PROCESS 
Collective 
Financial * * 
Process 

(#6xl6x//7i 











Dollar* 




Dollara 








Factor 




Dollars per Student 




per Student 




par Student 








Value 


index 


Actual 

• 


Adjust ed 


inoex 


Mojuneo 

» 


inaex 




index 


Patrant 


Irw4*w 

inaex 


1-25 


98 


699 


779 


- 91 , 


3,899 


96 


• 

40,824 


134 ; * 


9.55 


72 


la26 


100 


82<t 


919 . 


102 


4,458 


103 


41,257 


136 


10.81 


76 


1 I'X 

„ J. a C J 




DID 


Q1 A 




4 ,869 


105 


49 ,830 


147 


9.77 


72 


1.26 


99 


883 


815 


95 


3,847 


95 


29,434 


97 


13-07 


99 


1.22 


97 


876 


809 


90 


4,366 


101 


. 30,924 


102 


.14.12 


99 


1 OO 

1 a 11 


O 7 
7/ 


QRR 
y oo 




95 


4 ,924 


106 


35,513 


105 


13.87 


102 


1.14 


90 ■ 


• ■ 486 


' kll 


49 » 


3,413 


84 


20,891, 


69 


16.34 


123 


1.13 


90 


521 


452 


'50 


3,904 


90 


21,478 


71 


18.18 


127 


1 . LI 


oy 




A ft 5 
*4 O J 


51 


4 ,501 


97 


25 ,703, 


76 


17.51 


128 


1.12 


88 


. 429 


420 


49 * 


4,322 


108 


31,664 


104 


13.65 


104 


1.12 


89 


464 


454 


51 


4,672 


108 


' 3i;686 


-104 


14.75 


104 


1 . 15 


91 




j J" 


56 


4,519 


9,8 


34,781 


102 


•12.99 


96 


1.'25 


98 


ft in 
o xu 


AAA 


101 


4,060 , 




36,638 


120 


11.08 ' 


84 


1.24 


98 


873 


724 


104 • 


4,519 


104 


37,143 


122 


12.17 


'85 


1.24 


98 


882 


941 


98 


4,568 


99 


40*215 


118 


11.36 


83 


1.40 


110 


1,298 


1,076 


125 


4,122 


102 


33,157 


109 


12.43 


. 94 


1.39 


110 


1,355 


1,124 


125 


4,384 


101 


' 52,472 


172 


°* 8.35 


.59 


1.40 


.111 


* 1,351 


1,120 


117 


4,290 


93 


33,012 


97 


12.99 


95 


1.26 


99 


1,032 


866 ' 


101 


4,16) 


103 


29,595 


97 


14.08 


106 


1.25* 


• 99 


1,064_- 


893 


100 , 


4', 4 33 


102 


29,438 


97 


15.06 


106 


1.26 


• 100 


1,066"' 


894 


93 


4,306 


93 


" 30,937 


91 


13.92 


102 



828 
790 
897 

897 
758 
835 



759 
724 
822 

♦ 

763 
645 
710 



88 
81 
86 

8'9 
72 
74 



3,533 
3,723 
3,951 



87 
86 
85 



22,912 
22,928 
25,022 



75 
75 
74 



4,105 102 
4,001 92 
4,405 95 



28,508 94 
28,913* 95 
32,196 95 



15.42 
16.24 
15.79 

14.40 
13.84 
13.68 



116 
114 
116 

109- 
97 
100 

42 



Table 4 SEVEN FACTORS IN STATE SUPPORT OF HIGHER EDUCATION, FY's 1980, 81, 82 



1 1 " i 2 ENROL 

Resident Student College ' Student 

Source High Attendance ' Enrollment 

School Grads Ratio <iMx#2) 



83 

System Cost Index 



ENROL ADJ 04 06 TAX 

Student Enrollment Tax Capacity Tax Effort Tax Revenues 

Adjusted . • v, <#4x 06) 

(ENROL x H 3) 



J Hi«h School , 
Grads per 
1,000 

pop. Index 



FTE Public 
Students per 
High School 

Grid index 



PTE Public 
Students per 
1,000, 

pop. Indtx 



App 



Tuition 



Total 



Public Students 
' Load Adjusted 
par 1,000 



pop. 



Index 



Dollars per 
Capita Index 



Percent Index 



Dollar* per 
Capita Index 



LA ' 


. FY80 


13.6 


87 


1.99 


lb"9\ 


26.9 




FY8 1/16.5 


103 


1.63 


90 


26.9 


* 


FY82 


16.0 


101 


1.0/ 


91 


26 . 7 


MAINE 


FY80 


18.5 


118 


1.12 


61 


20.6 




FY81 


17.9 


112 


1.20 


66 


21.5 




FY82 


^ 17.8 


11 J 


J.. 2.2. 


c c 
OO 


21.7 


MD 


FY80 


17.2 


110 


l.7l 


93 


29.4 




FY81 


15.2 ' 


95 


1.99" 


110 


30.2 




FY82 


16.7 


lUo 


J. 80 


o o 


30. 1 


MASS 


FY80 


15.8 


101 


1.33 


7"3 


21.1 




FY81 


15.4 


96 


1.38| 


76 


21.3 




FY82 


17.0 


1 AO 

108 


1.321 


72 


22.4 


MICH 


FY80 


15.6 


99 


2.05 


112 


32.0 




FY81 


15.7 


98 


,2.10 


116 


32.9 




FY82 


16.5 


105 


2.04 


111 


33.7 


MINN 


FY80 


v 

19.3 


123 


1.46 


80 " 


28.2 




FY81 


19.2 


119 


1.48 


82 


28.5 




FY82 


19.0 


120 


1.57" 


85 


29.8 


MISS 


FY80 


14.7 


94 


2.10 


,ll5 


30.8 




FY81 


16.1 


100 


1.96 


108 


31.5 




FY82 


15.3 


97 


1.98 


108 


30.3 


MO • 


FY80 


16.1 


103 


1.46 


. 86 


23.5 




FY81 


16.5 


103 


l.M 


8Q, 


23.8 


» 


FY82 


16.2 


103 


1.56 


85 


25.4 


MONT " 


FY80 


18.7 


119 


1.63 


89 


30.6 




•FY81 


19.2 


120 


1.64 


91 


31.6 




FY82 


19.6 


124 


1.71 


93 - 


33.4 


EMC] 















'94 
93 
92 


111.0 
, 111.0 
111.0 


111.3 
111.3 
111.3 


lll.l 
ni.i 
lll.l 


29.9 
29.9 
29.7 


104 
103 
102 


72 
74 
75 


95.4 
95.4 
95.4 


116.6 
116.6 
116.6 


99.8 
99.8 
99.8 


20.6 
21.5 
• 21.6 


7-2 
• 74 
75 


102 
104 
104 

u 


113.2 
113.2 
113.2 


96.2 
96.2 
96,. 2 


109.7 
109.7 
109.7 


32.3 
33.1 
33.0 


112 
114 
114 


73 
73 
77 


87.0 
87.0 
. 87.0 


,92.6 
92.6 
92.6 


88.2 
88.2 
88.2 


18.6 
18.8 
19.7 


65 
65 
68 


111 
113 
116 


101.9, 

101.9 

101.9 


107. 0 N 

107.0 

107.0 


102.9 
102.9 
102.9 


32.9 
33.8 
34.7 


115 
116 
119 


98. 
98 
103- 


112.1 
112.1 
112.1 


114.2 
114,2 
114.2 


112.5 
112.5 
"112.5 


31.7 
32.0 
33.6 


110 
110 
116 


107. 
108 « 
104 1 


104 .3 
104.3 
" 104.3 


100.1 
10Q.1 
100.1 


103.4 
103.4 
103.4 


31.9^111 
32.6' 112 
31.3 108 


82 
82 
87 


98.4 
98.4 
98.4 


104.4 
104.4 
104.4 


99.7 
99.7 , 
99.7 


23.4 
23.7 
25.3 


81 
82 

. 87 


106 
109 
115 

r 


92.2 
92.2 


109.6 
109.6 
109.6 


95.8 
95.8 
95.8 


29.3 
30.2 
32.0 


102 
104 
110 



930.2 


106 


76.6 


77 


712.7 


81 


958.1 


108 


79.2 


79 


759.1 


86 


1,085.2 


110 . 


74.5 


- 75 


808.8 


82 


710.8 


' 81 


106.5 


107 


757.1 


86 


705.4 


80 


110.7 


111 


780.9 


88 


779.4 


•79 


108.5 


109 


845.6 


86 


868.8 


99 


109.4 


109 


950.5 


108 ' 


866.4 


98 


110.0 


110 


953.2 


108 


966.8' 


98 


106.0 


106 


1,024.6 


104* 


798.6 


91 


133-.8 


134 


1,068.4 


122 


801.8 


91 


145.3 


145 


1,164.9 


132 


897.8 

• 


91 


137.1 


137' 


1,230.5 


125 


895.1 


102 


107 . 2 


107 


959.7 


109 


901,3 


102 


113.8 


114 


1,025.7 


116 


1,006.3 


102 


105.4 


105 


1,060.8 


108 


877.5 


100 


113.7 


114 


997„4 


114. 


899.7 


102 


116.5 


117 


1,047.8 


119 


1,026.0 


104 


105.2 


105 


1,079.8 


110' 


623.0 


71 


94.6 


95 


589.5 


67; 


628.5 


71 ' 


96.3' 


96 


605.0 


68 


700.5 


71 


90.9 


91 


63710 


65 


833,7 


95 


78.6 


79 


654.8 


75 


838 . 2 


95 


82.9 


83 


694.5 


•79 i 


937.2 


' 95 


79.3 


79 . 


742.9 


75; 

> 


939.0 


107 


87.6 


88 


822.2 


94! 


985.0 


111 


87.6. 


88 


862.7 


98 


1,114.9 


113 


88.3 


88 


984.6 


100 



44' 



Table 4 SEVEN FACTORS IN STATE SUPPORT OF HIGHER EDUCATION, FY's 1980, 81, 82 (continue 



LA 



^MAINE 



MD 



MASS 



MICH 



MINN 



MO 



MONT 



#6 

Allocation to 
Public Higher 
Education 



Percent ' 
of Tax 
Revenues Index 



FY80 


ll f .6 


111 


FY81 


13.0 


115 


FY82 


13.3 


123 


. FY80 


6. a 


65 


FY81 


7.2 


64 


FY82 


7 A 


oy 


FY8& 


9.1 


8? 


FY81 


10.3 


91 


FY82 « 


-9 9 • 


92 


FY80 


5.1 


49 


' FY81 


. 4.8 


42 


FYft? 

\ 




H U 


FY 80 ' 


9.9 


95 


FY81 


9'A 


83 


FY82 


9" 5 


oo 


FY80' * 


9.3 


' 90 


FY81 


9.0 


80 


FY82 


9.2 


85 


FY80 


16.2 


*156 


FY81 


17.4 


155 


FY82 


18.3 


no 


. FY80 


10.4 


100 


mi 


11.1 


98 


FY82 


10^3 


95 


FY80 


9.6 


92 


FY81 


10.0 


88 



APP 

Appropriations 
per Student - 
(TAX x § 6/ENROL) 



Dollars p«r Student 

Actual Adjusted Indax 



3,055 

3,660 
4,01? 

2,484 
_ 2,605 
2,886 

2,934 
3,238 
3,383 

2,587 
-2 ,-623 
2,764 

2,980 
2,947 
2,993 

3,293 
3,309 
3/330 < 



2,752 
3,297 
3,619 

2,604 
2,731 
3,025 

2,592 
2,860 
2,989 

2,974 
3,015 
3,177 

'2,924 
2,892 
2,937 

2,938 
2,952 
2,971 



3,093. .2,965 

^,340 3,202 

3,842 3,684 

2,904 2,951 

3,241 3,294 

3,008 3,057 



O FY82 

ERIC . • 



11.1 102 



2,583 
2,722 
3,257 



2,802 
2,952^ 
3,533 ' 



'86 
96 
98 

. 82 
80 
83 

81 
83 
81 

93 
87 
86 

92 
84 

sa 

93 

86' 

81 

94 
93 
101 

93 
96 
83 

88 
86 
96 



#7 

Tuition Factor 



Factor 

Valua Indax 



TUITION 
Estimated Tuition 
per Student 
APP (TUITION 
FACTOR - 1.00) 



ohifen par Student 
Actual 'Adjusted .Index 



\ 



OUTPUT INPUTS 

Estimated Appro* Potential Tax 

priatton & Tuition Revenues per 

Revenues per Student Student Adjusted 

Adjusted (APP + { If 41$ 1 x If 2 x // 3) 
TUITION) 



PROCESS * 
Collective 
Financial 
Process 

<#6x#6x//7> 



Dollars 
per Student 
Adjusted Index 



1.25 


98 


. 764 


1.26 


iool 


951 


1.23 


98 


924 


1.52 


120 


J. § Z.zJZ. 


1.53 


^121 


1,379 


1.48 


118 


1,385 


1.44 


113 % 


1,291 


1.42 


113 


1,360 


1.43 


114 


1,454 


1.21 


95 


543 


1.20 


95 


525 


1.19 


94 ■ 


525 


1.43 


113 


' 1,281 


1.42 


113 


1,238 


1.43 


114 


1,287 


1.29 « 102 


955 


1.29 


102 


960 


1.30 


103 


999 


1.28 


101 


866 


1.24 


98 


802. 


1.26 


100 


999 


1.28 


101 


813 


1.Z7 


101 


875 


1.-27 


101 ' 


812 


1.27 


100 


697 


1.26 


100 


708 


1.27 


101 


879 



686 


80 


3 437 


ftS 


854 


95 


4,150' 


'96 


830 




4,448 


96 


1 108 

-L # 1UO 


"fan 


J / /OH 


9h 


1,183 


133 


3 , 990 


92 


1,188 


125 


4,280 


93 


1,342. 


156 


3,852 


95 


1,414 


158 


* 4,192 


97 


1,511 


159 


4,409 


95 


586 


68 


3,549 


88 


567 


63 


3,569 


82 


567 


59 


3,729 


80 


1,197 


139 


a 4 , 141 


102 


1,157 


129 


4,*067 


94 


1,203 


126 


4,160 


90 


836 


/ 

98 






841 


94 


. 3,794 


88 


. 875 


92 


. 3,848 


84 


865 


101 


3,829 


95 


801 


90 


4,006 


93 


998 


105* 


4,681 


102 


779 


91 


.3,729 


92 


838 


93 


4,129 


95 


778 


81 


3, S3! 


83 


' 636 


74» 


3,425 


85 


646 


72. 


3,580 


82 


802 


• 84 


4,318 


93- 



Dollars 
par Student 
Adjusted 



31,080 
32,047 
36,523 

34,5,03 
32,864 
36,020 

26,896 
26,156 
29,298 

42,929 
42,656 
45,527 

27,179 
26,663 
29,030 



19,541 
19,310 
^. 22,370 

35,617 
35,348 
37,073 

32,060 
32,585 
34,848' 



Index 


Percent 


Index 


102 


11.06 


83 


105 


12.95 


91 


108 


12.18 


89 



113 
108 
106 

88. 
86 
86 

141 
140 
134 

89 
88 
85- 



27,695 91 
28,110^ 92 
30,575' 90 



64 
63 
66 

117 
116 
109 

105 
107 
103 



10.79 


83 


12.14° 


86 - 


11.88 


87 » 




108 


14.32* 


16.03 


li2 


15.05 


110 \ 


8.27 


62 . 


8.37 


59 


8.19 


60 


15.23 


115 


15.25 


107 


14.33 


a105 


13.63 


104 


13.50 


95 


i2.59 


93 


19.59 


149 



20. 75^ 
20.93' 

10.47 
11.68 
10.33 



146 
154 

79 
82 
76 



10.68 81 
10,99 * 77 
12.39 91 



46 



Table 4 SEVEN FACTORS IN STATE SUPPORT OF HIGHER EDUCATION, FY'$ 1980, 81, 82 



#1 * 
Reiki tnt Student 
SourceJJIgh 
School Grads 



t2 

College 

Attendance 

Ratio 



High School 
Grads per 
1,000 
Pop. 



Index 



FTt= Public 
Students per 
HJghSchool 

Qrad Index 



MFRR 


P I QU 


1 Pi 7 
10 • / 


1 1 Q 


1 AO ' 
1 • 07 






FY 81 


18.7 


116 


1.81 


100 




FY82 


18.6 


118^ 


1.87 


102 


NEV 


FY80 


19 Q 


82 


9 in 


113 




FY 81 


12.3 


77 


2.17 


120 




FY82 


13.6 


86 


1.93 ( 


105 


NH 


FYfiO 

L 1 vJ \J 






1 17 


7 *Z 
/ D 




FY81 


17.8 


111 


1.26 


70 




FY82 


17.5 


111 


1.26 . 


69 


NJ 


• FY80 


15.1 


96 


1.44 


' 79 




FY81 


17.7 - 


110 


1.24 


69 




FY82 


17.2 


109 


1.26 


69 


N HEX. 


FY80 


20.3 


129 


1.61 


88 




FY81 


20.8 


129 


1.56 


86 




FY82 


20.2 


128 


1.56 


85 


NY . 


FY80 


15.5 


99 


1.47 


80 




FY81 


16. A 


102 


1.44 


80 




FY82 


16.1 


102 


1.45 


79 


NC 


FY80 


15.7 


100 


1.91 . 


.104. 




FY81 


16. A 


102 


1.85 


102 




t FY82 


15. A J 


98 


1.98 


108 




2.2,5 123 
2.22" 123 
2.36 128 



1.52 
1.57 
1.60 



83 
87 
87 



ENROL 
Student 
Enrollment 

u 1 x a 2) 



FTE Public 
Students p*r 
1.000 

* pop. Index 



n 1 

System Cost Index 



AW 



Tuition 



Total 



31.6 


1 1 e\ 

1M) 


134.7 


117.0 


131.1 


33.9 


117 


134.7 


117.0* 


131.1 


34.8 


120 - 


134.7 


117.0 


131.1 


27.1 


94 


80.7 


80.8 


80.7 


26.7 


92 


80.7 


80.8 


80.7 


26.2 


90 


80.7 


80.8 


80.7 


22* 4 


78 


95.8 


,115.6 


99.9 


22.4 


77 


95.8 


115.6 


99.9 


22.0 


76 


95.8 


115.6 


99.9 


21.8 


76 


95.2 


94 .0 


95.0 


21.9 


76 


95.2 , 


94.0 


95.0 


21.7 


75 


95.2 


94.0 


95.0 


32.8 


114 


111.5 


133.1 


116.0 


32.4 


112 


, 111.5- 


133.1 


116.0 


31.5 


109 


.111.5 


133. 1 


116.0,. 


22.9 


80 


' 94.4 


88.9 


93.2 


23.6 . 


81 ' 


94.4 


88.9 


93.2 


2,3.3 


80 


94.4 


88.9 


93.2 


30.0 


104 


94.5 


9.8.6 


95.3 


30.3 


104 


94.5 


98.6 


95.3 


30.5 


105 


94.5 


• 98.6 


95.3 


42.1 


146 


' 96.4 


113\7 


100.0 


40.8 ' 


141 


96.4 


113.7 


100.0 


43.0 


148 


96.4 


113.7 


100.0 


24 .,1 


84 


108.8 


116.6 


110.4 


24.8 


85 


108.8 


116.6 


110.4 


25.7 


89 


108.'8 


116.6 


110.4 



ENROL AD J 
•Student Enrollment 
Adjusted, 
(ENROL x 3) 



#4 

Tax Capacity 



05 

Tax Effort 



Public Students 
Load Adjusted - 
per 1.000 

pop/ ' Index 



41.4 


144 


44.4 


153 


45.6 


157 


21.8 


76 


21.6 


74 


21.1 


73 


r •■ 




22 .3 


78 


22.3 


77 


21.9 


76 


20. 7 


72 


20.8 


72 


20.6 


71 


38.0 


132 


37.6 


• 129 


36.6 


126 


21.3 


74 


22.0 


76 


21.7 


75 


28.6 


99 


28 .'9 


99 


29.1* 


100 


42.1 


146 


40.8 


141 


43'.0 


"148 


26.6 


92 


27.4 




28.4 


98 



Dollars Pff 
Capita Index 



851.2 97^ 
850.7 96 
"937 .3 95- 



1.404.1' 
1,447.6 
1,637.7 

868.8. 
858.5 
947..U 



160 
164 
166 

99 
97 
96 



8^5.1 102 
8?3.3 101 
986.6 100, 



903.9, 
931,8 



103 
105 



1,045.8 


106 






781*. 0 


89 


768.5, 


87 


838.6 


;85 


719.6 


82 


721.8 


82 


809.0 


82 


§95 .'1 


102 


938.8 


'10*6 


l,0y65.-5* 


108 


886.3 


101 


877 .'7 • 


99 


957.0 


97 



95.4 

98.4 
100.4 

70.9 
65.3 
49.6 

77.2 
78.3 
72.7 

111.1 
117.4 
113.3 

84.2 
84.-2 
. 80.9 



165.3 165 
171.6 172 
170.8 171 



TAX 

Tax Revenues 
(#4x #5) 



Index 


Dollars per 
Capiti 

/ 

- • 


Index 


95 ' 


812.2 


93 


98 


837.2 


95 


100 


940.9 

• 


' 95 


71 


995.1 


113 


65 


945.0 


107 


50 


812.6 


82 


77 


1 

671.0 


77 


78 


672.4 


76 


73 . 


688.6 


70 


Ill 


° 994.7 


113 


117 


1,049.0 


119 


113 


1 , 118 . 1 


113 


84 


760.9 


87 


84 


784.9 


89 


81 


845.7 


86 



1,290.9. 147 I 
f,318.9 1491 
1,432.5 145 i 



89.4^ 


89 


643.3 


75 


92.«3 


92 


666^.5 


75 * 


89.6 


90 


725.1 


74,; 


80.5 „ 


81 


720*2 


82 


77.3 


77 


725.6 


82 ! 


76.0 


76 


809.3, 


82 > 


79.2 


79 


701.6 


80 1 


86.3 


86 ' 


757.2 


86 


83.3 


83 


797.0 


81 



48 



Table 4 SEVEN FACTORS IN STATE SUPPORT OFfrtGHER EDUCATI 



06 " , 
Allocation to 
Public Higher 
Education 



J 








/ 

* 

* 


* 


♦ 'Pe/cent 
of Tex 
Ravermw 


Index 


NEBR 


FY80 


\, t 

13.0 


< 
124 




FY81 


14 .0 


124 




, FY82 


14 .0 


129 


NEV 


FY80 


8.6 


82 




FYo i 


9.4 


83 




FY82 


.10.2 


94 


Nil 


FY80 


5.L 


49 




FY81 


5.5 


49, 




„ FY82 


*t>.2 


57 


NJ 


FY80 


6.1 


58 




FY81 


6.2 


54 




'FY82 


6.2. 


57 


N MEX 


FYfiO 


'13.9 


133 




FY81 * 


% .15.4 


136. 




FY82 


16.1 


149 


NY 


FY80 


7.3 


70 




FY81 


7.6' 


67 




FY82 

• 


s 7.8 


72 


NC 


FY80 


16.3 


156 




FY81 


IP; 8 


157 




FY82 


17.5 


161 



DAK FY80 
♦ FY81 
FY82 



OHIO 



FY80 
FY81 



?ERJC m2 



15.8 -151 
16.5 145 
20.7 191 

9V1 87 
9.0 80 
8.9 . '82 



API*-:. 

Appropriations 
per Student ~> 
(TAX x If 6/ENROL) 



Dollar* per Student 

Actual Adjusted Index 



^.340 2,480 78 
3/455 2,565 74 
3,773 2,801 76 



, 3,157 
3,312 
•3 , l'54 

1,533 
1,659 
1,943 

' 2*,757 
2,942 
3,207 

3,234 
-,3,725 
4,320 

4,102 
4,242 
4,795 

3,498 
3,921 
4,156 



3/912 123 
4,104 119 
3,908 106 

1,600 50 
1,732; 50 
2,028 55 

2,896 91 
3,090. 90 
3,369 91 

2,900 91 
3,-341 97 
3,874 105 

4,345 136 
4,494 130 
5,079 138* 

3,702 116 
4,149 ' 120 
4,398 ' 119 



2,699 2,800 88 
2,926 3,0.35;.' ; 88- 
3,89.0.-. ; 4.*O13.5.: : i'iO 

2 i6ti ' 2,431 -76 
2,760 2,537 74 
2,745 2,523 69 



in 




TultioA Factor 


♦ 




Factor 


t 




Value 


•Index 


i 




1.25 


98 


1 9S 


QQ 


1.26 


100 


1.26 


99 


1 ")U 


QA 

JO 


1.23 


98 


1.95 


154 


9 n/i 


1 A9 


2.04" 


162 


1.35 


106 




1 ft 7 


1.34 


]06 


1.22 


96 


1 91 


QA 


1.22 


97 


a. 33 


105 




1 ft9 


1.30 


103 


1.19- 


94 


1 17 

L t LI 


7J 


1. 16 


92 


.1-25 


. — 
98 


1.21 


96 


1.24 


98 


1.52 


120 


1.50 


119 • 


1.50 


119 



fON, FY's 1980, 81, 82 (continued) 



TUITION 
Estimated Tuition 
per Student 
APP (TUITION 
FACTOR — 1.00) 



Dollars per Student 
Actual Adjusted Index 



8 

OUTPUT 
Estimated Appro* 
* priation 8c Tuition 
Revenues per Student 
Adjusted (APP + 
TUITION) * 

Dolters 
'per Student 
Adjusted Index 



INPUTS 
Potential Tax 
Revenues per 
Student Adjusted 
(04/#1x-#2x//3)' 



Dollars 
per Student 
Adjusted Index 



PROCESS 
Collective 
Financial , 
Process ' 
<#5x#6x//7) 



Percent Index 







835 


714 


864 


738 


981 


' 838 


•r 




82 r 


1,016 


795 


984 


725 


897 


1 ,45.7 


1,260 


1,725 


1,492 


2,020 


1,747 


. 965 


1,02 7 


1,030 


1,096 


1 ,090 


1,160 


712 


535 


782 


588 


950 

« » 


714 

f 


1,354 


' 1,523 


1,230 


.1,384 


1,438 


*i,6l8 


-665 


674 


667 


676 


665 


674 


675 


594. 


'6'14 


540 


934 


821 



1,375 
1,380 

1,373 



83 
82 
88 



110 
94 



119 



lil79 
1,184 

1,178 



69 
6'0- 
86 

137 
132 

124 



'V 



3,185 79 

3,294 ' 76 

3,626 78 

.4,928 122 

5,089 117 

4,807 104 



2,993 
3,3.87 
3,967 



74 
78 
86 



3,918 97 

4,181 96 

4,523 98 

3,401 84 

3,886 8®. 

4,543 v 98 



5,853 
5,872 
6,688 

. 4,368 
4,813 
5,058 

3,373 

3,541 
.4,823 
,V 

3, 

3, 



1 



145 
135 
144 



1/642 
i,7*J 



108 

iiT 

109 



83 
82 
104 

90 
86 



20,549'* 


- 67 


19,147 


63 


20^546- 


60 


64 ,281 


211 


67,163 


221 


77,599 


228 


38 888 


128 


38*432 


126 


43,162' 


127 


43,164* 


, 142 


42^898 


141 


47,953' 


141 


23,790 


78 ' 


24,790 


81, 


.28,588 


84 


36^595- 


120 


34, §12 ' 


115 


38*579* 








25,166 . 


83 


25,019 


82 


27,825 


82 


21; 288 ' 


. 70 


22,992 


76 


24,762 ' 


73 


33,338 , 


109 



3,730 81 



32,049 
33,717 



15.50 117 
17.21 121 
17.65 129 



7.67 
7.58 
6.19 



9.08 
9.75* 
9.43 



58 
53 
'45 



7.70 58 
8.81 62 
9.19 67 



•69 
68 
'69 



105 
99 



14,30 108 

15.67 110 

15.89 116 

15.99 121 

16.82 118 

17.34 127 

1^.36 131 

19.24 135 

18.18 133 

15.85 120 

15.40 108 

19,48 143 

10.92 82 

1J,70 82 

11.06 81 



Table 4 SEVEN FACTofts IN STATE SUPPORT OF HIGHER EDUCATION, FY'* 1080, 81 82 



Rtsldtnt Student Collect 



Sourct High 
School Grads 



HI*. School . 
- Grids p# 

1.000 . 

pop, Indsx 



Attendanct 
Ratio 



FTE Public 
Students pv 
Hi0h School 

Orsd tndsx 



ENROL 
Student 
Enrollment 
Ulx '# 21 



FTE Public 
Students per 
1,900 

pop. Index 



' OKLA 

1 


FY80 


15.8 


101 


2.15 


118 


33.9 


118 




I?VA 1 
r IOl 


1 A A 
10 • U 


99 


1 11 
Z • 11 


117 
11/ 


11 7 

33 . / 


116 


FY A? 
v r ioz 






1 AQ 

Z • Uo 




11 A 

3Z .0 


1 1 A 


ORE' 


FY80 


15.0 


96 


2.45 


. 194. 


36.8 


128 


i 
t 
i 


17VO 1 
r IOl 


1 J • / 


no 

70 


Z .3/ 


1 h 1 

- J4>i 


37.3 


128 


1 


T7VQ7 


ID • U 


inS 
lux 


Z ./O 


/ill 

/IZ3 


1 £ 1 

36 . 1 


1 1 C 

125 


t 

! PA/ 


FY80 


17.0. 


108 


1.10 


y 60 


18.7 


65 




r i ol 


I/O 


1 AO 


1 A*7^ 


cn 


i o o 

18.8 


65 


t 


r YoZ 


10 « y 


1 A 7 
10/ 


1 • 13 


ol 


in i 

19 . 1 


*. 66 


: ri 


FY80 


' 15.9 


101 


1;59 


-87 


* 25.2 


88 




I7VQ 1 
r IOl 


17 1 
1/ . 1. 


1 A7 
1U/ 


i ci 

1 .31 


o3- 


o c n 

25,9 


o n 

89 




r I OZ 


17 1 • 
1 / • J 


1*1 A 
11U 


1 -C 1 

1 .51 


Q O 


\ 1 C 1 

uo .*1 


90 


sc 


FY80 


i e o 

15.8 


101 


1.76 


96 


27.8 


97 




r 1 0,L 


1 ^ o 
l j • j 


00 


1 7£ 

1. lb 




i 1 n 

27 . 9 


96 




r XOZ 


1 J • o 


QO 


1 7Q 

1 • /o 




17 O 
Z / , 0 


96 


Q HAL' 
o UAK 


r ioU 


1 0 1 
17 • J 




1 /• O 
1 • 4o 


O 1 


28 • 6 


nn 

* 99 




FY81 


19.5 


121 


1.48. 


• 82 


2818 


^99 




NFY82 


18.9 


120 


1.57 


- 85 • 


29.7 


102' 


TENN 


FY80 


13.3 


85 


• 2.16 


118„- 


2'8.7 


100 




FY81 


1470 


87 


*1.86 


103 


' 26.0] 


89 


• 


FY82 


14.4 


91 


1.77 x 


96 


2*5,4' 


88 


» 

' TEX 


FY80 


IB. 2, 


116 


1.78 


97 


- 32.4 


113 


' V ' 


FY81 


16.2 


101 


2.02 


112 


32.7 


113 




FY82 


16.0 


102 


1.98 


108 


31.7 


109 






i 












i UTAH 


FY80 


1 21.2 


435 


1.56 


85 


*33.1 


.115 




FY81 


17.1 


107 


1.95 


108 


33.4 


115 


tERJC 

1 


FY82 


14.3 


91 


2.31 


126 


33. o; 

j 


114 



03 

System Con Index 



App 



116.5 
116.5 
116.5 

\ 

102.5 
102.5 
102.5 

100.8 
100.8 
100.8 

100.1 
100.1 
100.1- 

109.8 
10#.8 
109.8 

98.1 
98.1 
_ 98 .'l 

108.7 
108.7 
108.7 

404.3 
104.3 
104.3 

119 :o 
119.0 

119. a 



Tuition 



Total 



EN RO I* AD J 
Student Enrollment 
Adjusted * 
(ENROL x 0 3) 



Public Studenu 
Load Adjusted 
per 1,000 
. pop. Index 



04 

Tax Capacity 



Tax Effort 



TAX 

Tax Revenues 

, (04x1,6, 



108.4 114.8 
108.4 H4.8 
108.4 114.8 

99.8 101.9 
99.8 ' 101.9 
98.8 101.9 



107.3 
107.3 
107.3 

a 

107,1 
107.1 
107.1 

106.0 
106.0 
106.0 

121.8 
121.8 
121.8 

106 .'8 
106.8 
106.8 

99.3' 
' 99.3 
99.3 

126.2 
126.2 
126.2 



102.1 . 
102.1 
102.1 

101. 5** 
101.5 
101.5 ; 

109.0 
109.0 
109.0 

103.0 
103\0 
103.0 

108.4 
10'8.4 
108.4 

103.2 

103.2 ' 
103.2 

120.5 
120.5 . 
120.5 



Dollar* per 
Ceplte Index. 



dollar* per — ; 
Percent Index Capita Index 



! 
i 

76 
81 
81 

t 

99 
'99 
95 

98 i 

97 

93 



38.6 


135 


965.3 


no N 


S 69.3 


69 


668.8 


7 

JO . / 


1 11 


1 AAA Q 


111 

113 


< 7 11 

/l , z 


/l 


Til f\ 

712.0 


1A 7 
JO • / 


117 
1Z / 


1 11/. £ 


115 


70,0 


70 


J94.6 . 


37.5 


131 


i 

912.6 


104 


95,2 


95 


868.9 


10 A 

Jo . U 


111 

131 


Q 1 C C 

9z6 , 5 


105 


n / i 

94.1 


94 


$71.7 


Q£ Q 

3o , o 


117 

lz / 


1 A1 Q n 

1,03 9 


1 AT 

105 


90. 1 


90 


953.1 


19,0 


66 


833.7 


95 


103.3 


103 


860.8 


in o 

19 . Z 


• 00 • 


817.8 


93 * 


105.3 


105 


860.7 v 


in C 

19 • 5 


£ 7 
0 / 


on"? o 

897*8- 


n i » 

91 * 


» 101. 7 


102 


912.6 " 


25,6 


89 


» 745.9 


85 


114.1 


114 


850.9 


i £ i 

ZO mO 


OA 


738 . 5 


84 


111 o 

122 .8 


1 1 *» 

123 


906 . 6 r 


i£ 7. 

ZO • H 


O 1 
V 1 


o i o n 

818 .9 


O 1 

83 


i i n i 

119. 1 


119 


,975.2 


30.3 


105 


675,7 


77 


91.6 


92 


618.6 , 


1A /• 

. 


zinc 

/10j 


C O 7 /. 

. 683. 4 


77 


92 .4 


n i 

92 


631.6 


30 •/ 


1 AA 


7 QO 7 


1 1 


o o o 
o9 • 9 


90 


c o i n 

682.-8 % 


29.5 


102 


798.6 


91 


85.5 


86 


682.8 


29.6 


102 ' 


823.5 


93 


84^2 


84 


693.2 


30.6 


105 


907.7 


92 


83.6 


• 84 


758.4 


31.1 


108 


719.^6 ' 


82 


85.7 


86 


616.7 


28.1 


97 


720.6 


82 


87.4- 


8-7 


629.8 


27.6 


95 


789.3 


80 


80.0 


80 


631.6 


33.5 


116 


1,044.3 


119 , 


64. 4*. 


'64 


672.4 


33.8 


116 ■ 


1,071.4 


121 


63.1 


63 


• 676.0 


32.7 


113 


1,223.4 


124 


62.4 . 


62 ' 


763.0 


39.9 


139 


781.0 


89 


92.5 


93 


■ 722.7 


40.2 


139 


781.4 


88 


99.0' 


99 


773.8 


39.8 


137 


858.3 


•87 


96. 4„ 


96 


52 27 - 3 ' 

















I 



97 
103 
99 

* \ 

71 
^1 
69 

78 
78 
>7 

70 

71 , 
64 j 

77 



77 
77 

82 
88 
84' 



Table 4 SEVEN FACTORS IN STATE -SUPPORT OF HIGHER J 



0 6 ' APP 7 
Allocation to Appropriations Tuition Factor 

Public Hiflhtr per Student <v 
Education (TAX x 0 6/ENROL) 



rgJPirctnt ' * 

of Tex - * Dollars per Student Ftctor 

Revenue* Indtx Actual Adjust ad Index Valut Indtx 



OKLA 



ORE 



PA 



HI 



SC 



S DAK 



FY80 
FY81 
FY8^ 

FY80 
FY81 
FY82 

FY8gf 
FY81 
FY82 

FY80 
FY81 
FY82 

FY80 
FY81 
FY82 * 



12.2 
13.3 
13.7 



13.6 
12.9 

7.2 
7.4 



9. <j> 
9.3 
9.2 

16.4 
18.3 
16.7 



FY80 10.6 
FY81 10.7 
FY82 10.0 



TENN 



TEX 



UTAH 



>FY80 
FY81 
FY82 

FY80 
FY81 
- FY82 



< FY80 
FY81 



11.9 
12.3 
12. y 

15.4 
16.8 
<18.1 

15.3 
15.2 
.14.4 



117/ 


2,408 


2,067 


65 


1.27 


ioo ; 


118 


2,817 


s 2,418 


70 . 


1.23 


98 


127 


3,406 


2,924 


79 


1.21" 


96 * 


1 IT 
1 J J 


* 1 07fl 


J , 190 


100 


1.29 


102 


120 


3,183 


3,105 


90 


1.31 


104 • 


119 


3,320 


3,239 


88 


1.31 


104 • 


AO 


1 lift 

J , J JO 


1 11 0 
J 1 Jit 




1.60 


126 


65 


3,375 


3,348 


97 


1.62 


129 


70 

* * 


3,613 
• .« 


3,584 


97 


1.63 


129 


i PA 
' OD 


7 A07 
J ,UJ/ 


J ,034 


95 - 


1.31 


103 


82 


3,259 


3,296 


94 


1.33 


106 


85 


3,458 


3,455 


94,' 


1.36T 


108 




\ 










157 


3,657 


3,331 


105 


1.19 


94 • 

J *"f 


162 


'4,147. 


3,777 


110 


1.19 N 


94 


154 


- 4,112' 


3,745 


102 

I 


1.19 


94 


101 


2,529 


Z.578 


( 81 


1.33 


105 


95 


2,584 


2,634 


• 76°" - 


1.30 


103 


92 


2,545 


2,594 


'70 \ 


1.35 


*107 


114 


. * 2,561 


2,356 


74 


1.29 


102 


108 


2,976 


.2,738 


79 ' 


1.26 


100 


114 


3,059' 


2,814 


76 


1.58 


102 


148 


3,201 


3,069 


96 


1.15 


91 s 


148 


3,461 


3,318 


96 


1.16 


92 


167 


4,354- 


4,174 


113- 


1.16 


92 












147 


3,338 


2,805 


.88 


1.26 


99 


134 


3,526 


2,963 


■86 


1.24- 


98 


153 


3,609 


3,035 


82. 


1.25 






• 









ION, FY's 1980, 81, 82 (continued) 

' i 

TUITION 

Estimated Tuition * 
per Student 
APP (TUITION - 
FACTOR -1.00) 



OUTPUT 
Estimated Appro- 
priation & Tuition 
Revenues per Student 
Adjusted (APP + 
TUITION) 



INPUTS 
Potential Tax 
Revenues per 
Student Adjusted 
<#4/01x 02x//3> 



PROCESS 
Collective 
Financial 
Process 

<l5xl6x//7) 







t 


0 

Dollar* 












Dollars per Student 




per Student 




p.r Studait 








' Actual 


Adjust Ml 


Index 


Adjustod 


Indox 


Adjust td 

* 


Indix 


Percent 


lnd.x 


-650 


600 


70 


• 2^64 


66 


• 

24,812 


81 


10.74 


• 

81 


648 


'598 


67 


3,019 


70 


- 25,887 


85 


11.66 


82 


7 1 ** 


A Aft 

oou 


69 

m 


3,590 


77 


30- 908 


01 

y l 


11 a 1 




948 


950 


110 


4,140 


102 


'24,312 


80 


17.03, 


^128 


987 


989' 


110 


4,092 


94 


24,401 


80 


16. 73 


118 




1 ft 1 1 - 

3 l,031t 


108 


4,268 


92 

\ 


?fi 1 97 


ft*} 
O J 


IS 17 
13 • 1 / 


1 1 1 

111 


2,003 


1,867/ 


217~ 


5,231 


129 


\ 

43,785 


144 


11.96 


90 


2,093 


1,951 


217 


5,355 


123 


42,700 


140 


12.54 


88 


Z ,Z/D 


2<121 


222 


5 769 


X £ t 


AS Q7 1 


1 1«; 

r 


IZ • J J 


O O 


941 


\878 ~ 


-102 


3,919 


97 


29,130 


96 


13.45 


101 


1,075 


1,004. 


112 


4,270 


98 


28,133 


92 


15.18 


,106 


1 O/. Q 


1 7162 


121 


4 ,633 


100 


ju , ysjy 


Q1 


1 A OA 
• 7O 


11U 


695- 


656 


76 


3,992 


99 


22,308 


73 


17.90 


135 


788 


743 


83 


4,528 


104 


22,450 


74 


20.17 


141 


/ol 




77 


4,490 


97 


25 110 

i- -i t X XV/ 


/ H 


1 7 ftft 


111 
1 J 1 


835 


. 686 


80 


3,266 


81 


27,115 


89 


12.04 


91 


775 


636. 


71 


. 3,261 


75 


27 ' 7 % 


91 


11.73 


82 


A0 1 « 




76 


3 ,335. 


72 


IQ'f.qW 


ft7 
0 / 


11 01 
11 • Z J 


no 


/HJ 




81 


3,047, 


75 


; * 

23,148 


76 


13.16 


*« y 
' 99 


074 ' 


. 725' 


81 


3,459 


80 


25,621 


84 


13.50 


.95 


v856 


801 


84 


. 3,612 


78 


_^--£8,638.. 


84 


12.61 


92 


480 


.483 


56 


3,567 


88 


31,199 


102 


11.43* 


86 


554 


558 " 


62 ' 


'3,890 


90 


31,717 


10K 


12.27 


86 


697 


702 


73 


• 4,895' 


106 


37 ,425 


110 V 


13.08 


96 


868 


' 688 


80 


3,490 


86 


19,581 




17.82 


134 


846 


. 670 


75 


3,629 


84 


19,427 




18.68 


131 


902 


715 


75 


3,743 


81 


" 21,570-* 




17.35 


127 



Table 4 SEVEN FACTORS IN STATE SUPPORT OF HIGHER EDUCATION, FY% 1980, 81, 82 



01 ^ 02 ENROL 

Resident Student College Student 

Source High Attendance Enrollment 

School Grads Ratio . (#1x02) 



#3 

System Cost Index 



ENROL ADJ 
Student Enrollment 
Adjusted 
(ENROL x // 3) 



#4 x 
Tax Capacity 



05' 

Tax Effort 



TAX 

Tax Revenues 
<#4x«6) 



High School 
Grads per 
1,000 
Pop, 



Indtx 



HTE Public 
Students per * 
High School 

Grad Index 



.FTE Public 
Students per 
1.000 

pop. Index 



App 



Tuition 



Totsl 



Public Students 
Load Adjusted 
per 1,000 

pop. Index 



Dollars per 
Capita Index 



Percent Index 



Dollars per 
Capita Index 



VT 


• FY80 


18.4 


117 


1.66 


91 


30.5 


106 




t FY81 


18.4 


115 


1.51 


83 


27.7 


95' 




FY82 

• 


19.0 


120 


1.46 


*79 


27 .8 


96 


VA 


.•FY80 ; 


15.1 


96 


1.98 


108, 


30.0 


"l04 




FY81 


15.9 


99 


1.95 v 


108 


- 31.1 


10? 




FY82 


15.5 


98 


2.03 


110 


•31 4 


1 Oft 


WASH 


FY80 


14.0 


89 


2'. 90 


159 


40.6 


.141 


• 


FY81 


15.6 


97 


2.69 


149. 


" 42.1 


145 




FYS 2 


15.4 


98 


2.88 


156 


44.5 


152 


W VA 


FY80 


16.0 


102- . 


1.6R 


92 


' 26.9 


94 




FY81 


15.9 


99 


1.70 


94 


27.0 


.93 




FY82 


16.0 


102 


1.64. 


89 


•26.3 


91 


wise 


FY80 


16.7 


107 


2.04 


112 


34.2 


119 




FY81 


16.8 


104 


2.12 


117 


35.5. 


122 




FY82 


18.4 


117' 


2.03 


110 % 


37.4 


129 


WYO 


FY80 


16.8 


107 


1.9S 


108 • 


. 33.2 


115 




FY81 


15.9 


99 


1.96 


108 


31.2 


108 




FY82 


16.4 


' 104 , 


1.89 


103 


' 30.9 


106 


u. s 


FY80 


15.6 


100 


1.83 


100 


28.7 


100 




FY 81 


16,0 


100 


i.81 


100 


. 29.0 


100 




FY82 


15.7 


100 


1.85 


100 


29.1 


100 



I 



55 



'109.0 


139.7 


115.4 


35.2 


122 


781.1 


89 


' 107.1 


109.0 


139.7 


115.4 


32.0 


110 


757.0 


, 86 


109. ,9 


109.0 


139.7 


115.4 ' 


32 0 


1 1 n. 


ft Oft ft 


Q/. 

oq 


101. 1 


95.9 


102-. 4 


97.3 


29.2 


101 . 


. 807.3 


92 


93.2 


95.9 


102.4 


97.3 


30.2. 


. 104 


818.9 


93 


, 88.8 


95 .9 


102.4 

9 


97 3 ' 


JUiO 


IDS 


O 0 7 /■ 


Q/. 

V4 


Or c' 

85. 5 


98.2 


94.1 


97.4 


39.5 


137 


895.1 


102 


99.9 


98.2 


94.1 


97v4, 


41.0 


141 


906.9 


103 


97.3 


98.2 


94 . 1 


97 U 


43.3 


149 


1 not n 


1 A/ 

104 


86.9 


100.7~ 


121.1 


10.4 . 9 


28^3 


98 


• 816.1 


93 


V 82.7 


100.7 


121.1 


104.9 


28.4 


9a. 


839.9. 


95 


80.9 


100 . 7 


1*21.1 


104.9' 


27.6 


-95 


957. g 


97 


76.2 


101.7 


107.4 


102.9 


35.2 


122 


842.4 


96 


115.0 


101.7 


10.7.4 


102 . 9 






ft A 7 O 




'118 . 8 


101.7 


107,4* 


102.9 


38.4 


.132 


947.1 


96 


« 110.7 


'87.5 


98.3 


89.7 


29.8 


104 


1./518.1 


173 


76.0 


87.5 


98.3 


.89.7 


28.0 


96 


1,580.0 


179 


.79.1 


87.5 


98.3 


89>7^- 


, 27.7 


95 


1,874.5 


190 


74.0 


100.0 


100.0 


100. 0 


28.7 


100 


877.5 


100 


' 100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


1Q0.0 


• 29.0 


100 


884.2 


100 


100.0 


100.0 


100'. 0 


100.0 


29.1 
< 


100 


986.5 


100 


100. 0 

t 

• 






<* 

X - 








* 


• 



















93 
89 
86 

100 
97 
87 

8* 
81 
76 



119 
ill 

76 
79 

?* 

100 
100 
100 







836.8 


95 


831.6 


94 


838 . 0 


85 


752.3 


86 


727.0 


82 


792.9 


80 


894.3 


•102 


882.1 


~100 


891.8 


,90 


675.0 


77 


679.1 


77 


728.9 


74 


969.2 • 


110 



JL.007.4 
1,048'. 2 



RJC 



5G 



114 
106 



1,152.9 131 

1,249.1 141 

I i 387 .9- 141 

- 877.5 100 

884 f .2- 100 

986.5 100 



Table 4 SEVEN FACTORS IN STATE SUPPORT OF HIGHER EDUCATION, FY's 1980, 81, 82 (continued) 



H 

Allocation to' 
Public Higher 
Education 



Ptrcent 
of Tax 
R«vttiue* Indtx 



Xpp 

Appropriations 
per Student. 
(TAXx#6/ENROU 



#1* 

Tuition Factor 



Dollars par Student 
Actual Adjusted 



Inde 



Factor 

Valuo Index 



TUITION 
Estimated Tuition 
per Student 
APP (TUITION 
FACTOR- 1.00) 



Dollars per Student 
Actual Adjusted Index 



VT 



VA 



WASH 



'W VA 



\rco 



u. s. 



FY80 


6.7 


■ 64 . 


1,825 


.1*674 


53 . 


2.34 


184 


2,44-5 


1,750 


204 


■FY.81 




66 


2^248 


2,062 


60 


2.30 


183 


2, $23 


2,092' 


233 


FY82 


8.0 


74 


2,4:03 


2,205 


60 


2.62> 


208 ,. 


3,893- 


2>787. 


291 


i 

FY80 


k 11,4 


109 


.'2,864 


2,986 


94 


1.39 


109 


1.M7 


1,091 


127 


FY81 


13 {% 


119 


. 3,157 


3,292 


95 


'1:30 


103 


947.-. 


925 


103 


'FY82 


12.8. 


119 


3,1237 


^3,-375- 


* .92 


, 1 .30 


103 . 


. 971 


948 


99 



FY8.0 

FY8J| 

FY8P 

» 

s FY80 
FY81 
FY82 

Vy80 
FY81 
FY82 

FY80 ' 

FY#1 

FY82* 

PY80 
FY81 
FY*82 



13.5 
13.0 
13.5 

12.6 
13.3 
13.5 

11.2 
il«7 
11.. 8 

12.4 
14.5 
14.7 

10. ,3' 

11.2 

10.7 



129 


' 2,979 


' 3,034 


95 


,1 . 20 


95 


. 596 


633 


74 


115 


2,7.16 


2,76*. 00 


1.19 


94 


5]6 


548 


61 


125 


' - 2,710 


• 2; 760 


76 


; l.y 


94. 


515- t 


547 


58 


121 


3,166 


3,144 


99 


1.16 


9.1 


• " '507 


(419. 


• 49 


118 


3,344 


' 3,321 


96- 


1.17 


. 93 


' 568 


^ 5 9 


52 


125 


3,7.42 


3.716 


,101 . 


1.17 


93 


636 




55 


107. 


3,167 


3 , 114 


98 


1.29 


102 


918. 


855 


99 


103 


3,314 


3,259 


' 95 ' 


1 . 2^0102 


961 ' 


895 


100 


J.09 


3,31.4 


3,259 f 


89 


1/30 


103 


994 


926 


' 97 


119 


.4,316 


4,933 


155 


' r. is 


91 • 


647 


658 


77 


12& 


5,816 


6,647-. 


103 ' 


1.16 


92 


. r "931 


947 


106 , 


i*36 


' 6,608- 


7,552 


205 


J^15 


91 


991 ] 


:,008 


-105 


100 


3,164 


3, 16*4 * 


.100 


1.27 


100. 


854 


8S4 


100 


100 


' 3,425 


3,425 


100' 


1.26 


100 


891 v 


891 


100 


100 


* 3,646 


3,646 


100 


,1.26 


100 


948 


948 


100 



OUTPUT, INPUTS 

Estimated Appro* Potential Tax 

priation & Tuition Revenues per 

Revenues per Student Student Adjusted 



Adjusted (APP + 
TUITION) 

Dollars 



(#4/#1x#2x//3) 



Dollars 



PROCESS 
Collective 1 
Financial 
Process 

(#5x*6'x//7t 



~ Dor Studftfit 




n jtr St ltHmt 
iiiwuani 


Index 






Adjusted 

♦ 

- 


Indax 


Adjusted 


1 * Percent 


Index 


3,700 


92 


22,498 


• 

. 73 


16 .¥7 


126 




1 

XU J 


O 1 HQ C 

2- J ,685 


78 


18.92 


133 


. 5,456' 


118 


. 25,864 


76, 


21.10 


155 

t 


4,0,91 


101 


27,700 


• 

91 


14.77* 


HI 




07 ' 




89 


15 .^7 


109 


9 4,32-5 


93 


30,321 


89 


14.26 

• 


105 


3,670 


•9J 


22?652 o 


74 


16.20 


122 


J , J ID 


•/ Or 


11 , 11J 




15,01 


105 


3,310 


72 


23,680 


, 70 


13.98 


102 


3,150* 


87 


28,887 


9S 


1 12.12 


9} 


1 79Q 


ft A 


/.y ,oUo 


97 


12.60 


* 88 


4,174 


90 , 


34,653 


102 


12.04 


88 


3,970- 


98' 


V 23,941, 


79 


1 

16.58 


125* 


4,154 


96 


•23,245' 


76 • 


17.87 


125 


•, 4,187 


' 90 


24 ,£40 


7.3 


16.99 


125 


5,533 


137 


50,977 


167 


10.85 


'82 


7,521 


173 - 


56.,424 


185 


13.33 


93 


8,472* 


183 


67,751 


199 


12.50 


• 92 


4,018 


100 


30,498 


100 


13.17 


'100 


4,316 


100 


30,445 | 


rtioo 


14.18 


100 


1 4,594 


1O0 


33,815 


100, 


13.59 


100 




'57 



53 




Tables 

Basic Data 

FY 1980, 81, 82 

ALABAMA 



FY80' 
FY 81 
FY 82 



\_Ra$Want 
Population 
(000) 

3,728 
3, /69 
3, 890 



ABC D E Fa 



High School 
Graduate 
Spring 

64 ,507 
62 t 779 



FTE Public 
Enrollment 
Fall - 
120,085 
116,491 
11 9'. 85$ 



Tax Capacity* 
(000.000), 

2,t>02.7 
2.526.5 
2,878.3 



Tax Ravanua* 

(000,000) 
2,117.7 
2, 186.8 
2,384.1 



Stata ^ Local Stata&XocaJ 

Appropriation** Appropriations. Appropriation! 
(000,000) (000.000)^^^^,000) 
342.2 ^ '1.7 . <^343/a 
387.8 *1.> ; 38^.5 6 

• 3&0.1 4.0 » 384.1 



F G H 



Syttam 
Con Index 

' 1.01 

l.ol 

1.01 



Tuition 
Factor 
1.27 
1.24 
1.27 



ALASKA 


FY80» 
FY 81 
FY 82 




4-11 
"406 
400 


7,4b2 
B,2dl 
7 a 940 


11,992 
8,523 
9,629 


667.2 
772.7 
667.9 


977.0 
la477,l 


72. S 
81.9 
122.4 


.0 

* .0 


12uS 
. 81. Q 


♦ 76 
J ,76 
.76 


l*Q9t 
1.12 
1.12 


ARIZONA 


FY 80* 
FY 81 
FY 82 




2,37* 
2,450 
. 2t7l8 


39,506 
39 t 404 
40t406 


106,174 
117,856 

116,087 


1,9J6.6 
2^056.0 
2*574.2 

XL 


2,134.0 
2,382.4 
2 t 658 ,6 


232.7 
180.4 
306.8 

o 


63.7 
66«t0 
70.3' 


29t>.4 
346 .A 
377. I' 


(.97 


(■1*2* 
U30 * 


ARKANSAS 


FY80» 
FY 81 
FY 82 




2,167 
, 2,180 
2e'286 


33,640 
35 t 34? 
36 a 636 


54,751 
. 51 ,D JJ 

53^477 


1,483,3 

* LaQ p 

1 , 30' . t 

0, 1,736.6 


1,208.8 

1 . P ~\ Q ft 

1,466.4 


169.7 
i rt7 fi 

, i8?.o 


. .0 
.0 


.169. 7 
1 ft 7 * t% 
^ 184.0 


Ull 
* 1-11 

1.11 


U21 
1 .20 
K22 












» '\ V 


s 














CALIFORNIA. 

V 


FY 80* 
FY 81 
FY 82 . 


a*" * 


22t3i4 

22,694 , 
23 #669 


313,035 

\ 322,*46i 
1 290»539 


893,323 
913,538 
922t2B7 


22,518^6^ 
23,263.0 
• 27.320.8 


<i6,ti37.8 
22,107.9 
26,137.6 


"2*814.3 
3f^,ltf8.9 
, 3,328.7 


. . 251 % 9» 
^ ,300.0 
441.0 


; 3,06,6.2 <a 
3,458.9 
3/76S.7 


.84 
.84 
.6.4 


1.09. 

sex 

1.10 
1.10 


C0L0RA00' 


FY 80* 
FY 81 
FY 82 




2,706 ' 

2.772 

2,089 


45,219 
46 f 386 
47t076 


10^,918 
107,4^1 
, 109tl54 


2,612. 1 
. 2t73l*.0 
, 3.192,2 


2,354.2 
2,615.9 
2t7£7a4 


?46.9 
264.0 
305.8 

t 


6.8 
7.9- 


270.8 
}13.7 


U-U 
.1.11 
1.11 


1.5? 
1.52 
1.56 


CONNECTICUT 

♦ 


FY 80* 
FY 81 
*Y82 


r 


3.116 
3,115 
3»1Q8 


52,55? 
52»83l 
'52a 926 


75, 1*4 
.67,273 
67,317 


2.898.5 
2.909.2 
3t219.6 


*2, 915.8 
2,980.6 
3,291.9 


212.1 
250.4 
; £60.0 


.0 

• .0 > 
.0 


212. F • 

250.4 

260.0 


# .92 
.92 
.92 


' 1.25. 
' 1.'23 
1.22 


















\ 1 










DELAWARE V . 


FY 80* 
FY 81 
FY 82 




584 
582 
595 


10,430 
9% 829 
11 t420 


21*5*3 
22, 12£ 
23,040 


594.5 
•570.6 
639.8 


54**9 
5*2.5 
559.0 


63. 
72.1 


.0 
.0 


S3V3 
63.6 
72.1 


l.ol 
U01 


1*69 
1.63 
1.61 


0. C. 

» « 


FY 80* 
FY 81, 
FY 82 




■ . 671 
636 


8, 103- 
, <r 9,091 
7 a 649 


7.174 
. 7,851 
8,Q53 


659.5 
622.1 m 
660.9 ■ 


846.6 
'H26.V 
. 7*5.8 


• 0 

• 0 


47.6 
50.9 
48.9 


*47.6 * 
* 50.9 
46.9 


.91 
.91 


l.oi 

1.06 


FLORIDA • 


FX80» 

FY'81 . 
FY 82 

* 


* 


8,661 
8,660 
9 t 740 


116,29? 
124,698 
128,818 


216,096 
220,314 
223,834 ' 


7.904.4 
8, 144.5 
9a993.6 


5,851 .? 
6,414.4 
6,898.8 


to 0.3*4 
69*. 4 
793.9 


-J) 
• .0 
.0 


* 603. 9 
698.4 
793.9 


^89 
^89 


U25 
1.23 



I 

1 



£ * F<Kl1 (F *> Fb > F > I " d Supporting dita (A,B,C,D,E,Q,H) (or prtvlout calwxUr year. (.g.. tppropriitiom for FY 82 mpporud by dtU for caltndtc yaw I860. 
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Basic Data 

FY 1980, 81, 82 



A B 



GEORGIA 



FY 80* 
FY 81 
FY 82 



RuicUm 
Population 
(000) 

' 5,075 

5,117 



High School 
Graduate* 
Spring 

64,518 
78,762 
831,370 



C D 



E Fa Fb F G H 



FTE Public ' 
Enrollment 
Fall 

114,193 
109,284 
111,834 



Tax Capacity 
(000.600) 

3,/4l*0 

t 3,761,4 

4,420.3 



Tax Raven uei 

(000,000) 
3, 418.5 
3,637.5 
4,100.3 



Stata Local Stata & Local 

Appropriation, Appropriations Appropriation, System Tuition 

(000,000) (000.000) (000,000) Cost Index Factor 

385.1 2.9 - 388.0 1.11 1.26 

432.0 3.4 435.3 1.11 1.22 

498.9 3,* 502,4 l.U 1.22- 



_HA.HA 1 1 

*■ " 


FY 80* 

FY 81 ^ 

FY82 


• 902" * 
965 


15*078 
15 tbdO 
15,366 


3* ,295 
33,208 


1*31 .1 

H4 1-7 
oh l . r 

990.1 


949.9 
l . n ft o . 1 
1.217.1 

i t. 


119*1 
135.4 
154.8 


.0 
• 0 


1 \Q.\ 

1*35.4 
154.8 


1.16 
1.16 
1.16 


1.14 
1.13 
1.12 


IDAHO 


FY 80* 
FY 81 
FY82 


j 882 

V ,/ 905 , 

1 *u 


14,319 

1 A AC* 1 

14,678 


23,732 

9A . 747 

26,574 


|696.6, 
7?6 .9 
856.8 


615.4 
671.1 
693.9 


>B2.7 
33.9 


2*2 
2.7 

2,9 


84.9 
95.7 
96.8 * 


.92 
• 92 
,92 


1.12 
1.12 
1.15 

> 


-ILLINOIS \* , 
— \ 


FY 80* 
FV81 
FY 82 


• * 11.238 
1 1 ,229 


154,721 
162, Jt>7 
175,953 


299,375 

C7bfO f f 

311,5*9 


lft,946.6 

it a 7 1 7 
1 1 , ll 1 1 . ' 

12i503.8 


10,309.7 
1 0 * 94 1 .5. 

11,977.2 


867.1 
* 953,7 
985.6 


103.4 
132.6 
159.8 


970.5 
1 ,086.3 
U145.4 


♦ 99 
' .99 
.99 


1.25 
1.24 
1.24 


•^INDIANA • 

m " • - 


FY8P»\ k 
FY 81 
FY82 


* — — 

5,400 
*t490 

» 

• • *. * 1 - » 


82,088 
88 , 90 1 

90tiie 

• 


1 32 , 2 r o 
142,928 


4^31.9 

a AdR R 

5,199.6 


c 3r797.6 ,ce 

1*011 ft 

> 4, 055% 8 


411.2 
459.6 * 
482.5 


. it & • 1 
. * 

. .i 


459.7 
462>6 

* 


1.10 
1.10 

* 


1.39 
1.40 


IOWA 


FY 80* , 
FY 81 ). 
FY82 


\ 2,9o6 * 
i 2,902 
2t9i3 


b2,lV5 
54 ,334 
53,360 


75,395 
77,217 
82,829 


?,677.6 

o 7 O 7 7 
2, f C I * * 

3t075.0 


( 2,300.3 
2fNr89.4 


?8ti.9 
1 1 7 .5 
327.9 


10.3 
11.1 
11.6 


299.2 
328,6 
339.7 


U2Q _ 
I .20 
1.20 


_i^26 
1.25 
1.26 


KANSAS 


FY80« . 
FY81 
FY 82 


2,347 
* 2,369 

at 1 363 

* - * 


45,764 

4 1 , 1 
40,rJ6ti 

i 


83,953 

Q L. ft Q O 

DO f U □ c 

87t833 


" 2»i83.2 

C , t ^ U . 1 

2 t 494.5 


1,873.1 

M7JI . U 

2,148.6 


238.8 
259.9 
278,7 


28.4 
' 35,8 

7 

, 36.4 


267.2 
295.7 
. 315.1 


1.13 
1.13 
1.13 


1.26 
1.23 
1./5 


KENTUCKY 

/ 

/ 


' FY 82, 


3,490 
3.527 
A66J 


54*994 
5ET,185 
60,901 


83,o22 
85,194 
89,377 


• ?,603.2 
2,689.8 
^3tU2;3 


2,205.9. 

2,324.2 

2,^24.7 


299.95 
. 307.6 
355.3 


.0 
.0 
• 0 


299.9 
307.6 
355,3 


i.09 
, 1.09 
1.09 


1.25 
1.21 
1.21 


/ 
























.LOUISIANA 
« 


FY80« . 
FY 81 rj 
' FY82 / 


3,986 
4,018 
4,204 


54,0b6 
66,37b 
6/,23$> 


107,377 
108,128 

112,435 


JeX>7'a7 
3,84^.8 

4,b62\3 


2,840.9 
3,050.2 
3,400.3 


326.0 
395.7 
451 #7 


.0 
.0 
.0 


328*0 
395.7 
W5L7 


l.U - 

l.U 

l.U 


1.25 
1.26 
1.23 


t MAINE 

u> 

00 /• . • 

FRIOx 


FY 80* 
FY 81 
FY 82 


1 .092 
1,097 
it 125 


20.183 
19,655 
20,052 


?2,W 
23,593 
24,391 

•> 


776.2 s 
. 773.8. 
876. a 


826.7 
bb6.6 , 
• 951.3 


56.0 * 
" 61.4 
70.4 


u, 

.0 

• o , 


56.0 
* 61.4 
' .70.4 

»m 


.99 
.99 
♦ 99 


1.52 
1.53 
1.48 



Basic Data A B C D E Fa Fb F G H 



FY 1980, 81. 82 



MARYLAND 



FY80 # 
FY 81 
FY 82 



Ratkfent 
Population 
(000) 

4iUfl 
~Ci2*6 



HlghSctiool 
Gradual** 
Spring 
7 1 t 466 
62,970 
TO, 445 



FTE Public 
EoroUmant 

Fall 
122t 137 
125,251 
126 t 828 



Tax Capacity 
(000.000) 
3t 603$6 
3,593.9 
4*076.^ 



Tax Ravtnua* 

(000,000) 

3,942.5 
3,953.9 
4,319.8 



sut. 
Appropriation* 
(O0OJ0OO) 

315.f> 
357.7 
374.8 



tool 

42,6 
47,9 
5412 



Stata It Local 
ApproprittkMU 

^oofiboo) 

358.4 
4 05v6 

429.0 



Syttam * 
Cost Indax 
1.09 
1.09 
U0'9 



Tuition 
Factor 
1.44 
1.42 
1.43 



MASSACHUSETTS FY 80* 
FY 81 
* FY82 



5 f 771 
5,769 
5*737 



91,394 ,121,715 4,608.5 6,165.5 314.9 

89,031 122,952 4,625.8 6,720.4 322.5 

97*317 128t268 5*150.6 7t059.6> 354.5 



3143.9 
322,5 
354.5 



,86' 1.21 
,86 1.20 
•68 1.19 



MICHIGAN 



FY80» 
FY 81 
FY 82 

( 



9,181 
9,207 
V,2bB 



143,241 293,637 
144,314 302,462 
lbJ,O0T — ^11 »*73 



6,217.8 
8,298.3 
9*316,3 



8,610.8 
9,443.3 
9*820.7 



608'.3 
816.4 
648,5 



67.2 
75.0 
85.0 



87S.5 
891.4 
V45.5 



1,02 1.43 
1.02 1.42 
1.02 1.43 



MINNESOTA 



FY80 # 
FY 81 
FY82 



4,024 
4,060 
4,017 



77 t 655 
77.797 
77*241 



113,336 
li5,b00 
121*614 



3,b31.2 
..1,652.6 
4*163.1- 



4,013.5 
4,254.0 
4,402,5 



373.2 
382.8 

Vos.o* 



.0 373%2 U12 _W22_ 

.0 *82.2 l f 12 1,29 

,0 405.0 1,12 1,30 , 



MISSISSIPPI 



FY80» 
FY 81 
FY 82 



MISSOURI 



FY80» 
FY 81 
FY82 



2,400 
2,429 
*t*2i 



35,214 
38,990 
36,621 



4,847 
4,867 
4,917 



78,021 
80,522 
79,750 



7*4,006 L 

76,459 

76,346 



113,792 
115,764 
124,679 



1,49^.3 
,526.6 
766.9 



4, 040. 
4,07*9,7^ 
4*608.4 




217. 6* & * 

242.9 

280.2 



11.3- 

12.5 

13.1 



228.9, 
2S&.4 
293.3 



312.9 
353.3 
352.8 



17,6 
21,9 
22.2 



330,5 
375,2 
37$. 0 



1*43, «4.28 
1.03 1,24 
1.03 1,26 

f 



,99 
• 99 



.28 
t.27 
.99 1 



i 1.2* 
1.26 



MONTANA 



FY 80* 
FY 81 
FY82 



780 

4Sf 



14,585 



23,646 
24,801 
"26T282 



732.4 
774.2 
0T774 



641 .3 
676.1 

77*79 



5 60.* 
66.5 
8377. 



1.1 
1.0 
179 



6\.6 
67. b 
B576 



49,578^ 
53,342 
54,631 



..95 
.95 
795 T72T 



NEBRASKA 



FY80 # 
^Y81 
FY 82 



1,569 
1,574 
1*§70 



29,336 
29,412 
29*206 



1,335.6 
1,339.0 
1?47J.5 



1,274.4 
1*317.7 
1*477.2 



150.9 
166.2 
167.2 



4.7 

fe.i 

16.9 



165*6 
184.3 
206.1 



1.31 1.25 
1.31 1.25 
1.31 1.26 



IEVAPA / 



FY 80* 
FY 81/ 
FY 8? 



666 
702^ 
799 



8,579 
8,6b5 
R7B13 



16,026 
18,749 
207*95 



9 35.1 
1,016,2 
li 30875 



662.7 
663.4 
64973 



56.9 
62.1 
6579 



.0 

.0 

.0 



56.9. 

62,1 

6579 



.60 

.60. 

760 



1.26 
1.24 
I723T 



i 



NEVf/ HAMPSHIRE FY80 # 
O FY 81 



669 
887 

921 

j 



IV, 237 
15,766 

16*111 



19,434 
19,834 

20*230 



755.0 
761.5 

872.3 



563.1 * 

596.4 

634.2-^ 



29.6 
32 v 9 



.0 
.0 
.0 



29,6 
32.9 

3J*.3 



.99 
.99 

.99 



1.95 
2.04 

2.04 



» 4 \ 



Basic Data 

FY 1980, 81, 82v 

jersej 



A BCD 



FY80* 
* , FY81 
•***FY82 



Ratldant 
Population 
1000) 

7,315 
. 7,332 

7735* 



High School 
Graduate! 

Spring 
110,526 
U9{722 



FTE Public 

159,675 
160 . 721 
159,480 



Tax Capacity 

(ooo,6po) 

v6*547.6 
6,5 *9.9 
772 



Tax Rtvanuaa 

(000,000) 
7,27b. 1 
7,691.4 
BT233;7 




Stet,^ 
Appropriation! 
(006,000) 

391,5 
420,4 

45075 



Appropriate 

(oooioor 

48. 7 
*0^> 



State & Local 
Appropriation* 
(OofooO) 
440.2 
472.9 
5TT74 



G H 

Syttam * Tuition 
Coat Indax Factor 
.95 1.35 
r .95 l.*35 
795 1734 



.HEU MEXICO - 


FY 80* 
FY 81 
FY 82 


1,215 
•l,,24l 
1.300 


24,672 
25,/t>9 
?6,21j» 


39,795 
* 40 , 213 
40a 996 


l,09tfw2 
1,156^4 . 
1,359.5 


924.5 
974.1 
lt099.4 , 


125.7 
143.3 
* 171.6 , 


3.0 
6.5- 
5,5 


128.7 
149.8 
177,1 


1.16 
. 1.16 , 
j 1.16 


1.22 
1.21 
1,22 

i 


NEW YORK 

( 


FY80 # 

FY SI A 

FYS2 * 


17,746 
17,648„ 
TT7S5T 1 


275,5s>9 
288,862 
<!tt*,4l5 


406,364. 
416,824 • 
409,474 


13,bb9.8 
13,562.8 
1*772370 

) 


22,908.0 
23,275.6 
25,15077 

r 


1,453.2 
1,567.2 
la 736. 9 ^ 


213.6 
201.0 • 

2267* 


1,666.8 
o 1.768.2 
1,963:3 


' .^3 
.93 

791 


1.33 
1.-29 
171* 


T 


M0RTH CAROLINA 


FY80 # 
FY 81 
FYS2 


5,571 
bi6()6 
5,i74 


87,596 
91,857 
,90 a 644 

\ 


167,150 
169,719 • 
179,205 


4,008.8 
4,046.6 
4t752.0 


/ 3,583.8 
\ 3,736.4 
V 4,259.2 


561.9 
640.0 
715.0. 


22,8 
25U - 
29.7 


584,7 
665.4 
744.7 


.95 
: .95 
.95 


It 19 
1.1* 




Y0RTH 0AK0TA 


> FY80* 
FY 81 
FY 82 


653 
&57 


12,208 
12,087 
llaBH* 


27,457 
26,027 
28 1 1 O IL 


584.5 
616.8 
695.8 


470.3 
° 476.'7 • 
5ZB-75 


73.4 
.77.7 

roan 


.7 
I7t 
* 


74.1 
78.5 
109,3 


1.00 

U00 ' 


1.25 

tjii 

f72C- 




)HI0 


FY80» 
FY 81 
FY82 


10,732 * 
JJttt/31 j 
10,797 


170,460 
169,946 
173,077 


?5d,442 
266, 185 
277*575 


9,511.9 , 
9,418.1 

10t332.4 

<* 


7,529.9 
• 8,125.2 
8,605.1 


' 662.4 
712.7 

739.4 

.* r / 


21.2 
21.9 
22.6 


683.6 
734.6 
714.0 


1.10 
.1.10 
i.10 


1.52 
1.50 
1.50 

i 




OKLAHOMA 


FY80» 
FY 81 
FY 82 


2,642 
2,692 
3*025 


44,835 
46,131 - 
46,483 


96,312- 
v 97,358 
^ 96,74*3 


2,743.4 
2,693.3 
3,4J^.U 


1,900.8 
2/059.0 
2t40J.ti 


228.* 
271/2 
325^6 


3.1 

. 3.1 

171 


231.9 
274.3 
3Z9.4 


1.14 
1.14 
1.14 


1.27 
Pl.23 ' 




OREGON 


FY80» 
FY 81 ' 
FY 82 

y 


2,452 , 
2,633 


36,811* 
39, /68 

42a 097 


90,330 
94,158 

95,163 


2, 237. ft 
2,341.2 
2a727.5 


2,130.5 
2,262.7 
2,456.9 

i 


249.6 
250.4 
252.6 


45.8 
49.3 
63.3 


295.4 
299.7 
315.9 


1.01 
O 1.01 
1.01 


1.29 
1.31 
1.31 




PENNSYLVANIA 

y 


FY80» i " 
FY 81 N 
FY 82 


• 11, '63 
11.731 
11,867 


199,991 
2Cf5,4J8 
200V919 


219,363 
220,044 
2267985 


9,b0b.4/~ 
\ 9,593. { 
T0765379 


10,125.J 
10,096.4 
njTH2972 


697.8 
703. A . 
.70173 


34.4 
38.9 
• 3079 


732.2 
742.7 
8*0. 2 


1.02 
j 1.02 
1702 

ISol 


1.60 
1.62' 
1763 


1 1 


HHODE ISI AND 


FY80 # 
FY8I* 
FY 82 


91? 
N 929 
947 


14.83? 
. 15,901 
16,3^2 


?-i.^l3 

Z<m0^7- 

24,671 


095.2 
686.1 * 
775.5 1 


/ 793.0 
f 842.2 
- 923.5 

\ , 


71.4 
78.3 \ 
85.3 ^ 


• 0 
.0 

v .0 


71/4 
78.3 
85.3 


1.01 
* 1.01 


1.31. 

1.33 

1.36 



' ^ cn VTH CAROLINA FY 80* 

ERIC. 



2,*902 
2,932 
37TT9 



45,890 
46,622 
W7695 



80,b45 
81 ,886 
B6F56B 



1,960.9 
2,003.8 
2736974 



1,795.3 
1,851.9 
2TI2977 



2f>9.5 
33J.5 
34879 



5.4 
6.1 

771 



294.9 
339.6 
35670 



1.09 
1.09 
1709 



1.19 

~i7i;9" 

6G 



Basic Data A B C D E 



FY*19»0.«t/82 

' SOUTH OAKOTA FY80* 
- . ' FYj*1 * * 

FY/82 



i 



FY 12 




Population 
(000) 

690 
690 o 



HJ9* School 
GraduitM 
Spring 

13*294 
43,4<>2 
13*009 



FTEPubUc 
Enrollment 
e FaJI 

s 19.7^9 
19,816 

20*475 



T.x Capacity 
(000,000) 

b51,0 
b67.4 
62*. 3 




Tix R.wnua* 

(000,000) 

471.1 
477.6 
523.3 



Fa Fb F 

Suu , toed Stita&U 



Stau 
Appropriations 
(000,000) 

<>9.Q 

51.2 

52.4 



0,000) 

,n 

.0 
.0 



Stlta&Ucal 
Appropriation* 
(OOOJOOO) 

51.2 
52.1 . 




l;o3 



A, 333 
4»380 



b7*52l 124,250 3, 118.0 

61,231 113,^4 3. 156.2 

66, U 5* 116, 3762375 



2,672.0 
2,7&8.5 
27899". H 



318.2 
338.2 



• 0 
.0 

70 



318.2 
338.2 
35770 



1.08 

a .08 
rrra 



1.29. 

1.26 

T7ZW 



TEXA* V / FY 10* ' 
FY 81 



13*0bfl 237,600 *2J,256 
13,380 216,444 43/, 945 
14,228 227,880 450,669 



1^.62/. 8 
14,334.8 
17t405.8 



8,774?4 
9,045.2 
10,855.8 



1 i302i6 
^451.. 7. 
1, 887. a 



52.3 1,354,9 
64.0 1,515.7 
74.6 1,962.4 



1,03 ias 

1.03 J 1.16 
1.03 1.16 



UTAH 



It J16 
1,367 
T74F1 



^7t848 
23,3 03 
207815 

^ 



43.S61 
45,631 
48*2*7 



1,02/. 6 
1»06*,2 
1725470 



951.1 
If 057.8 
1720877 



145.4 
160.9 

17*71 



. .0 
* .0 

TO 



145.4 
, 160.9 

17*71 



1.20 "M.24 
1770 "^5j72V 



VERMONT 



FY80r 
FY 81 
FY 82 



487 
493 



8,965 
9, 0b9 

9,694 



14,850 
1 J,6b% 

14*189 



380.4 
373.2 
423.5 



410.0 
420.2 



26.9 
30.5 
33.9 



.2 
.2 



„37.1 
30.7 
34.1 



1.15 2.34 
1.15 2.30 
1.15 2.62 



VIRGINIA 



jL 



FY80* 
FY 81 
* FY 82 



jtfSHlN&TON FV80' 
^Y81 

* fY82 



5tl77 78,169 155,075 ~ 4,179.6 
5,197 , 82,642 161,453 4,2b6.°0 
57*46 527786 168,04b ' 4,V b/ .B 



3t894.6 
3t778.3* 
4723178 



444. 1 
* 509. 7 
54470 



.0 
• 0 

70 



444.1 
509.7 
5*470 



.97 
.97 



1.39 
1.30 
I73F 



3,793 
3,926 

4,130 



33,143 
61,349 
63,749 



153,883 
165,313 

183,722 



3,395.1 
3,b60.£. 
4,237.5 



J#391 .9 
3,463.0 
3,68^.2 



*5H.4 
449.0 
497.8 



• 0 
.0 
.0 



458.4 
449.0 
497.8 



.97 
.97 
.97 



1.20 
1.19 

1.19 



WESX VIRGINIA FY80* 
FY 81 

* ™« 



1.861 
1.878 
17*50 



29,78B 
29,878 
31,250 



50,785 
51*336 



lt577^3 
It 060.1 



U256.1 
1,275.3 
T742T73 



158.7 
169^8 

IW71, 



70 



158.7 
169.8 
19271 



1.04 
1.04 

170* 



1.16 

iTir 



WISCONSIN 




F-Y80* 
, FY 81 
' *Y82 



4,68^ 
4,/*0 

4, 70S 



79,100 
86,566 



160, 138 
16/ ,314 

175*749 



3.*<*5.1 
4,002.0 
4*456.1 



4.53** .6 
4,755.1 
4*931.6 



<*63.3 
4 505.1 

o 525.4 



43.8 
49.M 

57.0 



A 



507.1 
554.4 

~582.4 

1 



1.02 
1.02 

n.02. 



1.29 
1.29 
1.30 



FY80» 
FY 81 
FY 82 



NI TED STATES FY 80* 



FY 81 
FY 82 



450 
4T1 



7,117 
7,154 
7*707 



14,110 
14,048 
H7528 



645.2 
7U.0 
8527? 



49.0.0 
562.1 
65377 



51.7 

7j*tSx_ 
827* 



° 9.<fc>. 
11.2 

m 



60.9 
81.7 
<W70 



218.228 3,424,906 6,279,199 
220,099 3,531,8 22^6 , 392 , 6 1 7 



vr 



6,608,466 



191 .^02.8 l9l%b'02.8 18,689.5 1 , 176.6 
, 194,621.7 * 194,621.7 20,577.9 ♦ 1,317^8 
r 223*4£2.6 "223*46^.6 22,507.7 lt586.1 



19,866.1 
21,895.7 
24,093.8 



..89 
• 89 
789 



1.60 
1.00 
1.00 



1.15 
1.1* 



1.27 
1.26 
1.26 



6 



